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ACTUARIAL  COST  ESTIMATES  FOR  THE  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS, 
DISABILITY,  AND  HEALTH  INSURANCE  SYSTEM  AS  MODIFIED 
BY  H.R.  12080  AS  PASSED  BY  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTA- 
TIVES, AS  REPORTED  TO  THE  SENATE  AND  AS  PASSED  BY  THE 
SENATE 


I.  Actuarial  Cost  Estimates  for  the  Old-Age,  Survivors, 
and  Disability  Insurance  System 

a.  introduction 

This  actuarial  report  presents  both  short-  and  long-range  cost 
estimates  for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system 
as  it  would  be  under  the  three  versions  of  H.R.  12080 — namely,  as 
passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives  on  August  17,  as  reported  by 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance  on  November  14,  and  as  passed  by 
the  Senate  on  November  22. 

From  an  actuarial  cost  standpoint,  the  major  features  of  this  bill  as 
passed  by  the  House  are  as  follows  (a  complete  analysis  is  contained 
in  H.  Rept.  544,  90th  Cong.): 

(1)  Monthly  benefits  for  all  types  of  insured  beneficiaries  would 
be  increased  by  12%  percent,  with  a  minimum  primary  insurance 
amount  of  $50. 

(2)  The  basic  benefit  for  transitionally  insured  and  noninsured 
persons  (aged  72  and  over)  would  be  increased  from  $35  to  $40 
per  month. 

(3)  A  maximum  of  $105  per  month  would  be  made  applicable 
to  wife's  benefits  (having  effect  generally  only  in  the  distant 
future) . 

(4)  Liberalized  benefit  protection  would  be  available  for  de- 
pendents and  survivors  of  women  workers  (only  the  same  insured  • 
status  requirements  as  for  men  would  be  applicable,  instead  of  the 
stricter  ones  of  present  law) . 

(5)  Monthly  benefits  would  be  provided  for  disabled  widows 
and  dependent  widowers  of  insured  workers  when  such  survivors 
are  aged  50  to  59.  The  benefit  amount  would  be  reduced  from  the 
full  82%  percent  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  payable  to 
widows  and  widowers  at  age  62  and  the  reduced  amount  of  71% 
percent  at  age  60,  being  scaled  down  from  the  latter  amount, 
according  to  age  at  award,  to  50  percent  for  age  50. 

(6)  Insured  status  for  disability  benefits  for  young  workers 
(under,  age  31)  would  be  liberalized,  so  as  essentially  to  require 
coverage  in  half  the  time  since  age  21  (with  a  minimum  of  6 
quarters  of  coverage  being  required). 

(7)  The  definition  of  disability  would  be  made  more  detailed, 
so  as  to  bring  out  better  the  concepts  contained  in  present  law. 
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(S)  The  earnings  (or  retirement)  test  would  be  liberalized  so 
that  the  annual  exempt  amount  would  be  increased  from  $1,500 
to  $1,680  (with  a  corresponding  increase  in  the  monthly  test).  The 
"band"  for  which  there  is  a  $1  reduction  in  benefits  for  each  $2  in 
earnings  (after  earnings  have  exceeded  the  annual  exempt  amount) 
would  "be  continued  at  $1,200. 

(9)  Coverage  would  be  extended  to  certain  small  categories  of 
State  and  local  government  employees.  The  coverage  basis  of 
ministers  would  be  revised  so  as  to  be  compulsory  unless  the 
minister  opts  out  on  grounds  of  conscience. 

(10)  The  maximum  taxable  and  creditable  earnings  base  would 
be  increased  from  $6,600  per  year  to  $7,600  for  1968  and  after. 

(11)  The  contribution  schedule  would  be  revised  in  the  manner 
shown  in  table  1  for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disabilit}1-  insur- 
ance system,  and  in  table  2  for  that  system  and  the  hospital 
insurance  system  combined. 

(12)  The  allocation  to  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund  would 
be  increased  from  0.70  percent  of  taxable  payroll  (with  respect 
to  the  combined  employer-employee  rate)  to  0.95  percent. 

TABLE  1. — CONTRIBUTION  RATES  FOR  OLD-AGE  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE 
UNDER  VARIOUS  VERSIONS  OF  H.R.  12080,  AS  COMPARED  WITH  THOSE  UNDER  PRESENT 
LAW 

[In  percent) 


H.R.  12030 

Calendar  years  Present  law   

House  bill  Senate-passed 
bill  i 


Combined  employer-employee  rate 


1967    7.8  7.8  7.8 

1968     7.8  7.8  7.6 

1969-70   _..   8.8  8.4  3.4 

1971-72   8.8  9.2  9.2 

1973-75   9.7  10.0  10.0 

1976  and  after.   9.7  10.0  10.1 


Self-employed  rate 


1967   5.9  5.9  5.9 

1968   5.9  5.9  5.8 

1969-70    6.6  6.3  6.3 

1971-72     6.6  6.9  6.9 

1973-75   _  _.  7.0  7.0  7.0 

1976  and  after..    7.0  7.0  7.0 


1  Same  rates  in  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill. 
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TABLE  2.— CONTRIBUTION  RATES  FOR  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE 
AND  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  UNDER  VARIOUS  VERSIONS  OF  H.R.  12080  AS  COMPARED 
WITH  THOSE  UNDER  PRESENT  LAW 

[In  petcentl 


H.R.  12080 

Calendar  years  Present  law   ■ — 

House  bill  Senate-passed 
bill" 


Combined  employer-employee  rate 


1967    8.8  8.8  8.8 

1968    8.8  8.8  8.8 

1969-70    9.8  9.6  9.6 

1971-72   9.8  10.4  10.4 

1973-75     10.8  11.3  11.3 

1976-79    10.9  11.4  11.4 

1980-86.   11.1  11.6  11.6 

1987  and  after.    11.3  11.8  11.6 


Self-employed  rate 


1967    6.4  6.4  6.4 

1968...   6.4  6.4  6.4 

1969-70   7.1  6.9  6.9 

1971-72   7.1  7.5  7.5 

1973-75     7.55  7.65  7.65 

1976-79    7.6  7.7  7.65 

1980-86   7.7  7.8  7.75 

1987  and  after.   7.8  7.9  7.75 


1  Same  rates  in  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill. 

(13)  Certain  additional  limitations  on  payment  of  benefits  to 
aliens  outside  of  the  United  States  would  be  introduced  (primar- 
ily with  respect  to  citizens  of  countries  that  do  not  provide  reci- 
procity in  regard  to  social  security  benefits  for  U.S.  citizens  and 
with  respect  to  payments  in  countries  in  which  the  Treasury 
Department  has  suspended  payments). 

(14)  The  pay  of  persons  in  military  service  would  be  deemed 
to  be  $100  per  month  higher  than  the  amount  of  basic  pay  on 
which  they  contribute.  The  cost  of  the  additional  benefits  aris- 
ing therefrom  would  be  paid  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury 
(when  the  benefits  are  paid). 

(1)  Changes  made  in  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill 

The  bill  as  reported  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance  differs 
from  the  House-approved  bill  in  the  following  important  matters, 
from  a  cost  standpoint  (a  complete  analysis  is  contained  in  S.  Kept. 
744,  90th  Cong.): 

(1)  The  maximum  annual  earnings  base  would  be  increased  to 
$8,000  in  1968,  $8,800  in  1969-71,  and  $10,800  in  1972  and  after, 
rather  than  the  one-step  approach  in  the  House  bill. 

(2)  Monthly  benefits  for  all  types  of  insured  beneficiaries 
would  be  increased  by  15  percent,  with  a  minimum  primary 
insurance  amount  of  $70.  The  basic  benefit  for  transitionally 
insured  and  noninsured  persons  would  be  increased  from  $35  to 
$50  per  month. 

(3)  The  earnings  test  would  be  further  liberalized  after  1968  by 
increasing  the  annual  exempt  amount  to  $2,000  (with  a  corre- 
sponding change  in  the  monthly  test) ;  the  $1,200  band  for  which 
$1  of  benefits  is  withheld  for  each  $2  of  earnings  would  be  retained 
at  the  $1,200  figure  in  the  House-approved  bill. 
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(4)  The  monthly  benefits  for  disabled  widows  and  dependent 
widowers  would  be  available  at  all  ages  under  62  and  in  the  full 
amount  of  82 percent  of  the  primary  insurance  amount. 

(5)  Disability  benefits  would  be  available  for  blind  persons 
(under  an  "industrially  blind"  definition)  at  any  age,  with  six 
quarters  of  coverage  being  required,  but  only  while  not  engaged 
in  substantial  employment. 

(6)  Marriage  would  not  be  a  terminating  event  for  child's 
benefits  if  the  beneficiary  is  in  full-time  school  attendance  (in  the 
case  of  a  girl,  the  husband,  too,  must  be  in  school). 

(7)  Children  disabled  at  ages  18-21  would  be  eligible  for 
child's  benefits  if  they  continue  to  be  disabled. 

(8)  The  contribution  schedule  for  employers  and  employees 
for  the  combined  old-age,  survivors,  disability,  and  hospital 
insurance  system  would  be  changed  so  that  there  would  be  the 
same  rates  as  in  the  House-approved  bill  through  1986  and  lower 
thereafter,  see  table  2.  The  contribution  schedule  for  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  was  slightly  reduced  for  1968 
(by  the  same  amount  as  the  contribution  rate  for  hospital  in- 
surance was  increased)  and  was  slightly  increased  for  1976  and 
after,  see  table  1.  Thus,  the  major  portion  of  the  increased  cost 
of  the  liberalizations  of  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  system  added  by  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  is  met 
by  the  increased  earnings  base  and  only  a  small  part  is  met  by 
increased  contribution  rates. 

(2)  Changes  made  in  Senate-approved  bill 

The  bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate  differs  from  the  version  reported 
by  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  in  the  following  ways: 

(1)  Persons  meeting  the  so-called  occupational  blindness 
conditions  would  be  eligible  for  monthly  disability  benefits 
even  though  they  engage  in  substantial  gainful  employment. 

(2)  The  detailed  definition  of  disability  was  eliminated  (as 
was  also  the  special  definition  of  disability  for  widow's  benefits), 
thus  reverting  to  the  definition  in  present  law. 

(3)  The  earnings  test  would  be  further  liberalized  (effective 
in  1968)  by  increasing  the  annual  exempt  amount  to  $2,400 
(with  a  corresponding  change  in  the  monthly  test  and  with  no 
change  in  the  $1,200  band). 

(4)  Mother's  benefits  and  full  wife's  benefits  for  women  under 
age  65  would  be  continued  even  though  no  eligible  child  under 
age  18  (or  disabled)  is  present  if  there  is  a  child  under  age  22 
who  is  in  high  school  (or  a  lower  school). 

B.   SUMMARY  OF  ACTUARIAL  COST  ESTIMATES 

The  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  as  modified 
by  the  House  and  Senate  Finance  Committee  versions  of  the  bill  has 
an  estimated  cost  for  benefit  payments  and  administrative  expenses 
that  is  in  actuarial  balance  with  contribution  income.  This  also  was 
the  case  for  the  1950  and  subsequent  amendments  at  the  time  they 
were  enacted.  This  situation,  however,  does  not  prevail  for  the  Senate 
version  of  the  bill,  since  significant  benefit  liberalizations  were  made 
without  any  change  in  the  financing  provisions. 
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The  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  system  as  modified  by  the 
House  and  Senate  Finance  Committee  versions  of  the  bill,  under  the 
intermediate  cost  estimate,  is  in  close  actuarial  balance,  especially 
considering  that  a  range  of  variation  is  necessarily  present  in  the  long- 
range  actuarial  cost  estimates  and,  further,  that  rounded  tax  rates  are 
used  in  actual  practice.  Accordingly,  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  program,  as  it  would  be  changed  by  the  House  and  Senate 
Finance  Committee  versions  of  the  bill  is  actuarially  sound.  The 
same  thing  cannot  be  said  about  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill. 

The  separate  disability  insurance  trust  fund,  established  under  the 
1956  act,  shows  either  exact  actuarial  balance  or  a  small  negative 
actuarial  balance  under  the  provisions  that  would  be  in  effect  after 
enactment  of  the  House  or  Senate  Finance  Committee  versions  of  the 
biU.  Under  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill,  the  contribution  rate  allocated 
to  this  fund  is  significantly  lower  than  the  cost  of  the  disability  bene- 
fits, based  on  the  intermediate  cost  estimate.  The  disability  insurance 
program,  as  it  would  be  modified  by  the  House  version  of  the  bill,  is 
actuarially  sound.  The  negative  actuarial  balance  for  the  Senate 
version  of  the  bill  is  larger  than  the  acceptable  limit — especially  when 
considered  in  connection  with  the  situation  under  the  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  system. 

C.  FINANCING  POLICY 

(1)  Self-supporting  nature  of  system 

The  Congress  has  always  carefully  considered  the  cost  aspects  of 
the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  when  amend- 
ments to  the  program  have  been  made.  In  connection  with  the  1950 
amendments,  the  Congress  stated  the  belief  that  the  program  should 
be  completely  self-supporting  from  the  contributions  of  covered 
individuals  and  employers.  Accordingly,  in  that  legislation  the  pro- 
vision permitting  appropriations  to  the  system  from  general  revenues 
of  the  Treasury  was  repealed.  This  policy  has  been  continued  in  sub- 
sequent amendments.  The  Congress  has  very  strongly  believed  that 
the  tax  schedule  in  the  law  should  make  the  system  self-supporting  as 
nearly  as  can  be  foreseen  and  thus  actuarially  sound. 

(2)  Actuarial  soundness  of  system 

The  concept  of  actuarial  soundness  as  it  applies  to  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  differs  considerably  from 
this  concept  as  it  applies  to  private  insurance  and  private  pension 
plans,  although  there  are  certain  points  of  similarity  with  the  latter. 
In  connection  with  individual  insurance,  the  insurance  company  or 
other  administering  institution  must  have  sufficient  funds  on  hand  so 
that  if  operations  are  terminated,  it  will  be  in  a  position  to  pay  off 
all  the  accrued  liabilities.  This,  however,  is  not  a  necessary  basis  for 
a  national  compulsory  social  insurance  system  and,  moreover,  is 
frequently  not  the  case  for  soundly  financed  private  pension  plans, 
which  may  not,  as  of  the  present  time,  have  funded  all  the  liability 
for  prior  service  benefits. 

It  can  reasonably  be  presumed  that,  under  Government  auspices, 
such  a  social  insurance  system  will  continue  indefinitely  into  the  future. 
The  test  of  financial  soundness,  then,  is  not  a  question  of  whether 
there  are  sufficient  funds  on  hand  to  pay  off  all  accrued  liabilities. 
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Rather,  the  test  is  whether  the  expected  future  income  from  tax  con- 
tributions and  from  interest  on  invested  assets  will  be  sufficient  to  meet 
anticipated  expenditures  for  benefits  and  administrative  costs  over 
the  long-range  period  considered  in  the  actuarial  valuation.  Thus,  the 
concept  of  "unfunded  accrued  liability"  does  not  by  any  means  have 
the  same  significance  for  a  social  insurance  system  as  it  does  for  a  plan 
established  under  private  insurance  principles,  and  it  is  quite  proper  to 
count  both  on  receiving  contributions  from  new  entrants  to  the  system 
in  the  future  and  on  paying  benefits  to  this  group  during  the  period 
considered  in  the  valuation.  These  additional  assets  and  liabilities 
must  be  considered  in  order  to  determine  whether  the  system  is  in 
actuarial  balance. 

Accordingly,  it  may  be  said  that  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  dis- 
ability insurance  program  is  actuarially  sound  if  it  is  in  actuarial  bal- 
ance. This  will  be  the  case  if  the  estimated  future  income  from  con- 
tributions and  from  interest  earnings  on  the  accumulated  trust  fund 
investments  will,  over  the  long-range  period  considered  in  the  valua- 
tion, support  the  disbursements  for  benefits  and  administrative  ex- 
penses. Obviously,  future  experience  may  be  expected  to  vary  from 
the  actuarial  cost  estimates  made  now.  Nonetheless,  the  intent  that  the 
system  be  self-supporting  (and  actuarially  sound)  can  be  expressed 
in  law  by  utilizing  a  contribution  schedule  that,  according  to  the 
intermediate-cost  estimate,  results  in  the  system  being  in  balance  or 
substantially  close  thereto. 

The  committee  believes  that  it  is  a  matter  for  concern  if  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  S3?stem  shows  any  significant  ac- 
tuarial insufficiency.  Traditionally,  the  view  has  been  held  that  for 
the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  portion  of  the  program,  if  such 
actuarial  insufficiency  has  been  no  greater  than  0.25  percent  of  payroll, 
when  measured  over  perpetuit}',  it  is  at  the  point  where  it  is  within 
the  limits  of  permissible  variation.  The  corresponding  point  for  the 
disability  insurance  portion  of  the  system  is  about  0.05  percent  of  pay- 
roll (lower  because  of  the  relatively  smaller  financial  magnitude  of 
this  program).  Based  on  the  recommendation  of  the  1963-64  Advisory 
Council  on  Social  Security  Financing  (see  app.  V  of  the  25th  Annual 
Report  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Sur- 
vivors Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  H.  Doc.  Xo.  100,  89th  Cong.),  the  cost  estimates  are  now 
being  made  on  a  75-year  basis,  rather  than  on  a  perpetuity  basis.  On 
this  approach,  the  margin  of  variation  from  exact  balance  should  be 
smaller — no  more  than  0.10  percent  of  taxable  payroll  for  the  com- 
bined old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  program. 

Furthermore,  traditionally  when  there  has  been  an  actuarial  insuffi- 
ciency exceeding  the  limits  indicated,  any  subsequent  liberalizations 
in  benefit  provisions  were  fully  financed  by  appropriate  changes  in 
the  tax  schedule  or  through  raising  the  earnings  base,  and  at  the  same 
time  the  actuarial  status  of  the  program  was  improved. 

The  changes  provided  in  the  House-approved  bill  and  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee  bill  are  in  conformity  with  these  financing  prin- 
ciples, but  this  is  not  the  case  for  the  Senate-approved  bill. 
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D.    BASIC  ASSUMPTIONS  FOR  COST  ESTIMATES 

(1)  General  basis  jar  long-range  cost  estimates 

Benefit  disbursements  may  be  expected  to  increase  continuously 
for  at  least  the  next  50  to  70  years  because  of  such  factors  as  the  aging 
of  the  population  of  the  country  and  the  slow  but  stead}'  growth  of 
the  benefit  roll.  Similar  factors  are  inherent  in  any  retirement  pro- 
gram, public  or  private,  that  has  been  in  operation  for  a  relatively 
short  period.  Estimates  of  the  future  cost  of  the  old-age,  survivors 
and  disability  insurance  program  are  affected  by  many  elements  that 
are  difficult  to  determine.  Accordingly,  the  assumptions  used  in  the 
actuarial  cost  estimates  may  differ  widely  and  yet  be  reasonable. 

The  long-range  cost  estimates  (shown  for  1975  and  thereafter)  are 
developed  on  a  range  basis  so  as  to  indicate  the  plausible  variation  in 
future  costs  depending  upon  the  actual  trends  developing  for  the 
various  cost  factors.  Both  the  low-  and  high-cost  estimates  are  based 
on  assumptions  that  are  intended  to  represent  close  to  full  employ- 
ment, with  average  annual  earnings  at  about  the  level  prevailing  in 
1966.  The  use  of  1966  average  earnings  results  in  conservatism  in 
the  estimate  since  the  trend  is  expected  to  be  an  increase  in  average 
earnings  in  future  years  (as  will  be  discussed  subsequently  in  item  5). 
In  1966  the  aggregate  amount  of  earnings  taxable  under  the  program 
was  $314  billion.  Of  course,  for  future  years  the  total  taxable  earnings 
are  estimated  to  be  larger  because  of  the  higher  earnings  bases  and 
are  estimated  to  increase,  because  there  will  be  larger  numbers  of 
covered  workers.  Intermediate  estimates  developed  directly  from  the 
low-  and  high-cost  estimates  (by  averaging  their  components)  are 
shown  so  as  to  indicate  the  basis  for  the  financing  provisions. 

The  cost  estimates  are  extended  beyond  the  year  2000,  since  the 
aged  population  itself  cannot  mature  by  then.  The  reason  for  this  is 
that  the  number  of  births  in  the  1930's  was  very  low  as  compared  with 
both  prior  and  subsequent  experience.  As  a  result,  there  will  be  a  dip 
in  the  relative  proportion  of  the  aged  from  1995  to  about  2015,  which 
would  tend  to  result  in  low  benefit  costs  for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and 
disability  insurance  system  during  that  period.  For  this  reason  the 
year  2000  is  by  no  means  a  typical  ultimate  year  insofar  as  costs  are 
concerned. 

{2)  Measurement  of  costs  in  relation  to  taxable  payroll 

In  general,  the  costs  are  shown  as  percentages  of  taxable  payroll. 
This  is  the  best  measure  of  the  financial  cost  of  the  program.  Dollar 
figures  taken  alone  are  misleading.  For  example,  a  higher  earnings 
level  will  increase  not  only  the  outgo  of  the  system  but  also,  and  to 
a  greater  extent,  its  income.  The  result  is  that  the  cost  relative  to 
payroll  will  decrease.  As  an  illustration  of  the  foregoing  points, 
consider  an  individual  who  has  covered  earnings  at  a  rate  of  $300 
per  month.  Under  the  Senate-approved  bill  such  an  individual 
would  have  a  primary  insurance  amount  of  $129.30.  If  his  earnings 
rate  should  be  50  percent  higher  (i.e.,  $450),  his  primary  insurance 
amount  would  be  $167.90.  Under  these  conditions,  the  contributions 
payable  with  respect  to  his  earnings  would  increase  by  50  percent,  but 
his  benefit  rate  would  increase  by  only  30  percent.  Or,  to  put  it  another 
way,  when  his  earnings  rate  was  $300  per  month,  his  primary  insur- 
ance amount  represented  43.1  percent  of  his  earnings,  whereas,  when 
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his  earnings  increased  to  $450  per  month,  his  primary  insurance 
amount  relative  to  his  earnings  decreased  to  37.3  percent. 

(3)  General  basis  for  short-range  cost  estimates 

The  short-range  cost  estimates  (shown  for  the  individual  years  1967- 
72)  are  not  presented  on  a  range  basis  since — assuming  a  continuation 
of  present  economic  conditions — it  is  believed  that  the  demographic 
factors  involved  (such  as  mortality,  fertility,  retirement  rates,  and  so 
forth.)  can  be  reasonably  closely  forecast,  so  that  only  a  single  estimate 
is  necessary.  A  gradual  rise  in  the  earnings  level  in  the  future  (about  3 
percent  per  year) ,  somewhat  below  that  which  has  occurred  in  the  past 
few  years,  is  assumed.  As  a  result  of  this  assumption,  contribution  in- 
come is  somewhat  higher  than  if  level  earnings  were  assumed,  while 
benefit  outgo  is  only  slightly  affected. 

The  cost  estimates  have  been  prepared  on  the  basis  of  the  same  as- 
sumptions and  methodology  as  those  contained  in  the  1967  Annual 
Report  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  (H.  Doc.  No.  65,  90th  Cong.). 

(4)  Level-cost  concept 

An  important  measure  of  long-range  cost  is  the  level-equivalent 
contribution  rate  required  to  support  the  system  for  the  next  75  years 
(including  not  only  meeting  the  benefit  costs  and  administrative  ex- 
penses, but  also  the  maintenance  of  a  reasonable  contingency  fund 
during  the  period,  which  at  the  end  of  the  period  amounts  to  1  year's 
disbursements),  based  on  discounting  at  interest.  If  such  a  level  rate 
were  adopted,  relatively  large  accumulations  in  the  old-age  and  sur- 
vivors insurance  trust  fund  would  result,  and  in  consequence  there 
would  be  sizable  eventual  income  from  interest.  Even  though  such  a 
method  of  financing  is  not  followed,  this  concept  may  be  used  as  a 
convenient  measure  of  long-range  costs.  This  is  a  valuable  cost  concept, 
especially  in  comparing  various  possible  alternative  plans  and  provi- 
sions, since  it  takes  into  account  the  heavy  deferred  benefit  costs. 

(-5)  Future  earnings  assumptions 

The  long-range  estimates  for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  program  are  based  on  level-earnings  assumptions,  under 
which  earnings  levels  of  covered  workers  by  age  and  sex  will  continue 
over  the  next  75  years  at  the  levels  experienced  in  1966.  This,  however, 
does  not  mean  that  covered  payrolls  are  assumed  to  be  the  same  each 
year;  rather,  they  will  rise  steadily  as  the  covered  population  at  the 
working  ages  is  estimated  to  increase.  If  in  the  future  the  earnings 
level  should  be  considerably  above  that  which  now  prevails,  and  if  the 
benefits  are  adjusted  upward  so  that  the  annual  costs  relative  to  payroll 
will  remain  the  same  as  now  estimated  for  the  present  system,  then  the 
increased  dollar  outgo  resulting  will  offset  the  increased  dollar  income. 
This  is  an  important  reason  for  considering  costs  relative  to  payroll 
rather  than  in  dollars. 

The  long-range  cost  estimates  have  not  taken  into  account  the  pos- 
sibility of  a  rise  in  earnings  levels,  although  such  a  rise  has  character- 
ized the  past  history  of  this  country.  If  such  an  assumption  were  used 
in  the  cost  estimates,  along  with  the  unlikely  assumption  that  the  bene- 
fits, nevertheless,  would  not  be  changed,  the  cost  relative  to  payroll 
would,  cf  course,  be  lower. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  possibility  that  a  rise  in  earnings 
levels  will  produce  lower  costs  of  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  program  in  relation  to  payroll  is  a  very  important  safety 
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factor  in  the  financial  operations  of  this  system.  The  financing  of  the 
system  is  based  essentially  on  the  intermediate-cost  estimate,  along 
with  the  assumption  of  level  earnings.  If  experience  follows  the  high- 
cost  assumptions,  additional  financing  will  be  necessary.  However,  if 
covered  earnings  increase  in  the  future  as  in  the  past,  the  resulting  re- 
duction in  the  cost  of  the  program  (expressed  as  a  percentage  of  taxable 
payroll)  will  more  than  offset  the  higher  cost  arising  under  experience 
following  the  high-cost  estimate.  If  the  latter  condition  prevails,  the 
reduction  in  the  relative  cost  of  the  program  coming  from  rising  earn- 
ings levels  can  be  used  to  maintain  the  actuarial  soundness  of  the  sys- 
tem, and  any  remaining  savings  can  be  used  to  adjust  benefits  upward 
(to  a  lesser  degree  than  the  increase  in  the  earnings  level).  However, 
the  possibility  of  future  increases  in  earnings  levels  should  be  con- 
sidered only  as  a  safety  factor  and  not  as  a  justification  for  adjusting 
benefits  upward  in  anticipation  of  such  increases. 

If  benefits  are  adjusted  currently  to  keep  pace  full}*  with  rising  earn- 
ings as  they  occur,  the  year-bj-year  costs  as  a  percentage  of  payroll 
would  be  unaffected.  If  benefits  are  increased  in  this  manner,  the 
level-cost  of  the  program  would  be  higher  than  now  estimated,  since 
under  such  circumstances,  the  relative  importance  of  the  interest 
receipts  of  the  trust  funds  would  gradually  diminish  with  the  passage 
of  time.  If  earnings  and  benefit  levels  do  consistently  rise,  thorough 
consideration  will  need  to  be  given  to  the  financing  basis  of  the  system 
because  then  the  interest  receipts  of  the  trust  funds  will  not  meet  as 
large  a  proportion  of  the  benefit  costs  as  would  be  anticipated  if  the 
earnings  level  had  not  risen. 

(6)  Interrelationship  with  railroad  retirement  system 

An  important  element  affecting  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  costs  arose  through  amendments  made  to  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  in  1951.  Th^se  provide  for  a  combination  of  railroad 
retirement  compensation  and  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insur- 
ance covered  earnings  in  determining  benefits  for  those  with  less  than 
10  years  of  railroad  service  and  also  for  all  survivor  cases. 

Financial  interchange  provisions  are  established  so  that  the  old-age 
and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  and  the  disability  insurance  trust 
fund  are  to  be  placed  in  the  same  financial  position  in  which  they 
woidd  have  been  if  railroad  employment  had  always  been  covered 
under  the  program.  It  is  estimated  that,  over  the  long  range,  the  net 
effect  of  these  provisions  will  be  a  relatively  small  loss  to  the  old-age. 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  since  the  reimbursements 
from  the  railroad  retirement  system  wdl  be  somewhat  smaller  than 
the  net  additional  benefits  paid  on  the  basis  of  railroad  earnings. 

(7)  Reimbursement  for  costs  of  pre-1957  military  service  wage  credits 
Another  important  element  affecting  the  financing  of  the  program 

arose  through  legislation  in  1956  that  provided  for  reimbursement 
from  general  revenues  for  past  and  future  expenditures  in  respect 
to  the  noncontributory  credits  that  had  been  granted  for  persons  in 
military  service  before  1957.  These  financing  provisions  were  modified 
by  the  1965  amendments.  The  cost  estimates  contained  here  reflect  the 
effect  of  these  reimbursements  (which  are  included  as  contributions), 
based  on  the  assumption  that  the  required  appropriations  will  be 
made  in  the  future  in  accordance  with  the  relevant  provisions  of  the 
law.  These  reimbursements  are  intended  to  be  made  on  the  basis 
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of  a  constant  annual  amount  (as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare)  for  each  trust  fund  payable  over 
the  period  up  to  the  year  2015  (with  such  amount  subject  to  adjust- 
ment every  5  years). 

In  actual  practice,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
determined  initially  that  the  annual  amount  for  the  three  trust  funds 
involved  (old-age  and  survivors  insurance,  disability  insurance,  and 
hospital  insurance)  was  $120  million.  However,  the  Budget  Document 
of  the  United  States  has  contained  requests  for  appropriations  for 
only  $105  million  and,  to  date,  the  appropriations  have  been  made 
by  the  Congress  on  that  basis. 

(8)  Reimbursement  for  costs  of  additional  post-1967  military  service 
wage  credits 

Under  all  versions  of  the  bill,  individuals  in  active  military  service 
after  1967  will  receive  additional  wage  credits  in  excess  of  their  cash 
pay  (but  within  the  maximum  creditable  earnings  base)  in  recognition 
of  their  remuneration  that  is  payable  in  kind  (e.g.,  quarters  and  meals). 
These  additional  credits  are  at  the  rate  of  $100  per  month.  The  addi- 
tional costs  that  arise  from  these  credits  are  to  be  financed  from 
general  revenues  on  an  "actual  disbursements  cost"  basis,  with  reim- 
bursement to  the  trust  funds  on  as  prompt  a  basis  as  possible  (and 
with  interest  adjustments  to  make  up  for  any  delay  due  to  the  time 
needed  to  make  the  necessary  actuarial  calculations  from  sample  data 
and  for  the  necessary  appropriations  to  be  made) . 

In  many  instances,  the  availability  of  these  additional  wage  credits 
will  not  result  in  additional  benefits  because  the  individual  will  have 
maximum  credited  earnings  without  them  or  because  the  year  in  which 
such  credits  are  granted  will  be  a  drop-out  year  in  the  computation 
of  his  average  monthly  wage.  In  the  immediate-future  years,  the 
cost  of  these  additional  credits  to  the  general  fund  will  be  relatively 
small  (only  a  few  million  dollars  a  year)  since  there  will  be  relatively 
few  cases  arising,  almost  all  due  to  death  and  disability.  After  several 
decades,  this  cost  might  rise  to  as  much  as  $100  million  per  year  if 
the  size  of  the  uniformed  services  remains  as  large  as  at  present — and, 
of  course,  a  lower  figure  if  such  size  is  lower. 

E.  ACTUARIAL  BALANCE  OF  PROGRAM  IN  PAST  YEARS 

(1)  Status  after  enactment  of  1952  act 

The  actuarial  balance  under  the  1952  act 1  was  estimated,  at  the 
time  of  enactment,  to  be  virtually  the  same  as  in  the  estimates  made 
at  the  time  the  1950  act  was  enacted,  as  shown  in  table  3.  This  was 
the  case,  because  the  estimates  for  the  1952  act  took  into  consider- 
ation the  rise  in  earnings  levels  in  the  3  years  preceding  the  enact- 
ment of  that  act.  This  factor  virtually  offset  the  increased  cost  due 
to  the  benefit  liberalizations  made.  New  cost  estimates  made  2  years 
after  the  enactment  of  the  1952  act  indicated  that  the  level-cost  (i.e., 
the  average  long-range  cost,  based  on  discounting  at  interest,  relative 
to  taxable  payroll)  of  the  benefit  disbursements  and  administrative 
expenses  was  somewhat  more  than  0.5  percent  of  payroll  higher  than 
the  level  equivalent  of  the  scheduled  taxes  (including  allowance  for 
interest  on  the  existing  trust  fund). 


'  The  terra  "1952  act"  (and  similar  terras)  is  used  to  designate  the  system  as  it  existed  after  the  enactment 
of  the  amendments  of  that  year. 
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TABLE  3— ACTUARIAL  BALANCE  OF  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  PROGRAM  UNDER 
VARIOUS  ACTS  FOR  VARIOUS  ESTIMATES,  INTERMEDIATE-COST  BASIS 

[Percent] 


Level-equivalent 1 

Legists  tion 

Date  of 

estimate 

Benefit 

Contributions 

Actuarial 

costs  2 

balance 3 

Old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance* 

1935  act  

1935 

5.36 

5. 36 

0. 00 

1939  act    

  1939 

5. 22 

5. 30 

+.  08 

1939  act  (as  amended  in  the  1940's)  »  

1950 

4. 45 

3. 98 

-.47 

iyjU  aci  

1950 

6.  20 

6.10 

-.10 

1950  act,_  ..-  

1952 

5.49 

5. 90 

+.  41 

1QS?  art 

1952 

6. 00 

5. 90 

-.10 

1QS?  art 

1954 

6. 62 

6.  05 

-.57 

IQ^J  apt 

1954 

7.50 

7. 12 

-.38 

IQSA  art 

1956 

7.  45 

7. 29 

-.16 

IQSfi  art 

1956 

7.85 

7.72 

-.13 

IQSfi  art 

1958 

8.25 

7. 83 

-.42 

1958  act 

1958 

8.  76 

8.  52 

-.24 

1958  act 

1960 

8. 73 

8. 68 

-.05 

1960  act 

1960 

8.  98 

8. 68 

—  30 

1QA1  art 

1961 

9.  35 

9.  05 

-!30 

IQfil  art 

1963 

9. 33 

9.02 

-.31 

IQfil  art  ^nprnptuitu  haciO 

1964 

9.  36 

9.12 

-.24 

1961  act  (75-ye3r  basis) 

1964 

9.  09 

9. 10 

+.  01 

1965  act  _ 

1965 

9. 49 

9. 42 

-.07 

1965  act 

1966 

8.  76 

9.  50 

+.  74 

1967  bill  (House)...  

1967 

9.  70 

9.  74 

+.04 

1967  bill  (Senate  Finance  Committee)  

1967 

9.95 

9.  85 

-.  10 

196/  bill  (Senate)..     

1967 

10.27 

9.  85 

-.42 

Old-age  and  survivors  insurance  * 

1956 

7.  43 

7.23 

-0. 20 

1  OKC  ; 

1958 

7.  90 

7. 33 

-.57 

1QCO  -..-) 

1958 

8.27 

8.02 

-.25 

1  QS£  art 

1960 

8.  38 

8.18 

-.20 

1  OCA  art 

1960 

8.42 

8.18 

-.24 

1  QC 1 

1961 

8.  79 

8.  55 

-.24 

1963 

8. 69 

8.  52 

-.17 

i  Qkl         t  /  narnohiifu  hacic^ 

1964 

8.  72 

8.62 

-.10 

1964 

8.46 

8.  60 

+.14 

1965  act 

1965 

8.  82 

8. 72 

-.10 

1965  act  .--  

1966 

7.91 

8.80 

+.89 

1967  bill  (House)..  

1967 

8.75 

8. 79 

+.  04 

1967  bill  (Senate  Finance  Committee)  

1967 

8. 95 

8. 90 

-.05 

1967  bill  (Senate)  

1967 

9.16 

8. 90 

-.  26 

Disability  insurance4 

1956  act.   

1956 

0.42 

0.49 

+0. 07 

1956  act   -  -  

1958 

.35 

.50 

+.15 

1958  act   -  

1958 

.49 

.50 

+.  01 

1958  act  .-  

1960 

.35 

.50 

+.15 

1960  act    - 

1960 

.56 

.50 

-.06 

1961  act     

1961 

.56 

.50 

-.06 

1961  act  -   

1963 

.64 

.50 

-.14 

1961  act  (perpetuity  basis)   

1964 

.64 

.50 

-.14 

1961  act  (75-year  basis)  

1964 

.63 

.50 

-.13 

1965  act   -  

1965 

.67 

.70 

+.  03 

1965  act  -  

1966 

.85 

.70 

-.15 

1967  bill  (House)   —  

1967 

.95 

.95 

.00 

1967  bill  (Senate  Finance  Committee)   

1967 

1.00 

.95 

-.05 

1967  bill  (Senate).  -- 

1967 

1.11 

.95 

-.  16 

1  Expressed  as  a  percentage  of  effective  taxable  payroll,  including  adjustment  to  reflect. the  lower  contribution  rate 
on  self-employment  income  and  on  tips,  as  compared  with  the  combined  employer-employee  rate.  Estimates  prepared 
before  1964  are  on  a  perpetuity  basis,  while  those  prepared  after  1964  are  on  a  75-year  basis.  The  estimates  prepared  in 
1964  are  on  both  bases. 

2  Including  adjustments  (a)  to  reflect  the  lower  contribution  rate  on  self-employment  income  and  on  tips,  as  compared 
with.the  combined  employer-employee  rate,  (b)  for  the  interest  earnings  on  the  existing  trust  fund,  (c)  for  administrative 
expense  costs,  and  (d)  for  the  net  cost  of  the  financial  interchange  with  the  railroad  retirement  system. 

s  A  negative  figure  indicates  the  extent  of  lack  of  actuarial  balance.  A  positive  figure  indicates  more  than  sufficient 
financing,  according  to  the  particular  estimate. 

•  Thj  disability  insurance  program  was  inaugurated  in  the  1956  act  so  that  all  figures  for  previous  legislation  are  for  the 
old-age  and  survivors  insurance  program  only. 

s  The  major  changes  being  in  the  revision  of  the  contribution  schedule;  as  of  the  beginning  of  1950,  the  ultimate 
combined  employer-employee  rate  scheduled  was  only  4  percent 
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(2)  Status  after  enactment  of  1954-  act 

Under  the  1954  act,  the  increase  in  the  contribution  schedule  met  all 
the  additional  cost  of  the  benefit  changes  and  at  the  same  time  reduced 
substantially  the  actuarial  insufficiency  that  the  then  current  estimates 
had  indicated  in  regard  to  the  financing  of  the  1952  act. 

(3)  Status  after  enactment  of  1956  act 

The  estimates  for  the  1954  act  were  revised  in  1956  to  take  into 
account  the  rise  in  the  earnings  level  that  had  occurred  since  1951-52, 
the  period  that  had  been  used  for  the  earnings  assumptions  for  the 
estimates  made  in  1954.  Taking  this  factor  into  account  reduced  the 
lack  of  actuarial  balance  under  the  1954  act  to  the  point  where,  for 
all  practical  purposes,  it  was  nonexistent.  The  benefit  changes  made 
by  the  1956  amendments  were  fully  financed  by  the  increased  con- 
tribution income  provided.  Accordingly,  the  actuarial  balance  of  the 
system  was  unaffected. 

Following  the  enactment  of  the  1956  legislation,  new  cost  estimates 
were  made  to  take  into  account  the  developing  experience;  also,  certain 
modified  assumptions  were  made  as  to  anticipated  future  trends.  In 
1956-57,  there  were  very  considerable  numbers  of  retirements  from 
among  the  groups  newly  covered  by  the  1954  and  1956  amendments,  so 
that  benefit  expenditures  ran  considerably  higher  than  had  previously 
been  estimated.  Moreover,  the  analyzed  experience  for  the  recent  years 
of  operation  indicated  that  retirement  rates  had  risen  or,  in  other 
words,  that  the  average  retirement  age  had  dropped  significantly. 
The  cost  estimates  made  in  early  1958  indicated  that  the  program  was 
out  of  actuarial  balance  by  somewhat  more  than  0.4  percent  of  payroll. 

(4)  Status  after  enactment  of  1958  act 

The  1958  amendments  recognized  this  situation  and  provided  addi- 
tional financing  for  the  program — both  to  reduce  the  lack  of  actuarial 
balance  and  also  to  finance  certain  benefit  liberalizations  made.  In 
fact,  one  of  the  stated  purposes  of  the  legislation  was  "to  improve  the 
actuarial  status  of  the  trust  funds."  This  was  accomplished  by  in- 
troducing an  immediate  increase  (in  1959)  in  the  combined  employer- 
employee  contribution  rate,  amounting  to  0.5  percent,  and  by  advanc- 
ing the  subsequently  scheduled  increases  so  that  they  would  occur  at 
3-year  intervals  (beginning  in  I960)  instead  of  at  5-year  intervals. 

The  revised  cost  estimates  made  in  1 958  for  the  disability  insurance 
program  contained  certain  modified  assumptions  that  recognized  the 
emerging  experience  under  the  new  program.  As  a  result,  the  moderate 
actuarial  surplus  originally  estimated  was  increased  somewhat,  and 
most  of  this  was  used  in  the  1958  amendments  to  finance  certain 
benefit  liberalizations,  such  as  inclusion  of  supplemental  benefits 
for  certain  dependents  and  modification  of  the  insured  status 
requirements. 

(o)  Status  after  enactment  of  1960  act 

At  the  beginning  of  1960,  the  cost  estimates  for  the  old-age  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system  were  reexamined  and  were 
modified  in  certain  respects.  The  earnings  assumption  had  previously 
been  based  on  the  1956  level,  and  this  was  changed  to  reflect  the 
1959  level.  Also,  data  first  became  available  on  the  detailed  opera- 
lions  of  the  disability  provisions  for  1956,  which  was  the  first  full 
year  of  operation  that  did  not  involve  picking  up  "backlog"  cases. 
It  was  found  that  the  number  of  persons  who  meet  the  insured  status 
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conditions  to  be  eligible  for  these  benefits  had  been  significantly  over- 
estimated. It  was  also  found  that  the  disability  incidence  experience 
for  eligible  women  was  considerably  lower  than  had  been  originally 
estimated,  although  the  experience  for  men  was  very  close  to  the 
intermediate  estimate.  Accordingly,  revised  assumptions  were  made 
in  regard  to  the  disability'  insurance  portion  of  the  program.  As  a 
result,  the  changes  made  by  the  1960  amendments  could,  according  to 
the  revised  estimates,  be  made  without  modifying  the  financing 
provisions. 

(6)  Status  after  enactment  of  1961  act 

The  changes  made  by  the  1961  amendments  involved  an  increased 
cost  that  was  fully  met  by  the  changes  in  the  financing  provisions 
(namely,  an  increase  in  the  combined  employer-employee  contri- 
bution rate  of  0.25  percent,  a  corresponding  change  in  the  rate  for  the 
self-employed,  and  an  advance  in  the  year  when  the  ultimate  rates 
would  be  effective — from  1969  to  1968).  As  a  result,  the  actuarial 
balance  of  the  program  remained  unchanged. 

Subsequent  to  1961,  the  cost  estimates  were  further  reexamined  in 
the  light  of  developing  experience.  The  earnings  assumption  was 
changed  to  reflect  the  1963  level,  and  the  interest-rate  assumption 
used  was  modified  upward  to  reflect  recent  experience.  At  the  same 
time,  the  retirement-rate  assumptions  were  increased  somewhat  to 
reflect  the  experience  in  respect  to  this  factor.  The  further  developing 
disability  experience  indicated  that  costs  for  this  portion  of  the 
program  were  significantly  higher  than  previously  estimated  (because 
benefits  were  not  being  terminated  by  death  or  recovery  as  rapidly  as 
had  been  originally  assumed).  Accordingly,  the  actuarial  balance  of 
the  disability  insurance  program  was  shown  to  be  in  an  unsatisfactory 
position,  and  this  had  been  recognized  by  the  Board  of  Trustees,  who 
recommended  that  the  allocation  to  this  trust  fund  should  be  increased 
(while,  at  the  same  time,  correspondingly  decreasing  the  allocation  to 
the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund,  which  under  the  law  in 
effect  at  that  time  was  estimated  to  be  in  satisfactory  actuarial  balance 
even  after  such  a  reallocation). 

(7)  Status  after  enactment  of  1965  act 

The  changes  made  by  the  1965  amendments  involved  an  increased 
cost  that  was  closely  met  by  the  changes  in  their  financing  provisions 
(namely,  an  increase  in  the  contribution  schedule,  particularly  in  the 
later  years,  and  an  increase  in  the  earnings  base).  The  actuarial  balance 
of  the  program  remained  virtually  unchanged. 

In  1966,  the  cost  estimates  for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  system  were  completely  revised,  based  on  the  availability  of 
new  data  since  the  last  complete  revision  was  made  in  1963.  The  new 
estimates  showed  significantly  lower  costs  for  the  old-age  and  sur- 
vivors insurance  portion  of  the  system,  but  higher  costs  for  the  dis- 
ability insurance  portion.  The  factors  leading  to  lower  costs  were  as 
follows:  (1)  1966  earnings  levels,  instead  of  1963  ones;  (2)  an  interest 
rate  of  3%  percent  for  the  intermediate-cost  estimate,  instead  of 
percent;  (3)  an  assumption  of  greater  future  participation  of  women 
in  the  labor  force  (resulting  in  reduction  in  cost  of  the  program  because 
of  the  "antiduplication  of  benefits"  provision  as  between  women's 
primary  benefits  and  wife's  or  widow's  benefits);  (4)  an  assumption 
of  less  improvement  in  future  mortality  than  had  previously  been 
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assumed;  and  (5)  an  assumption  that,  despite  a  significant  decline 
in  future  fertility  rates,  such  decline  would  not  occur  as  rapidly  as 
had  been  assumed  previously. 

The  cost  of  the  disability  insurance  system  -was  estimated  to  be 
significantly  higher,  as  a  result  of  increasing  disability  prevalence 
rates.  This  change  was  necessary  to  reflect  the  substantially  larger 
number  of  disability  beneficiaries  coming  on  the  roll  with  respect  to 
disabilities  occurring  in  1964  and  after,  which  experience  had  not  been 
available  in  1965  when  the  cost  estimates  for  the  legislation  of  that 
year  were  considered. 

For  more  details  on  these  revised  cost  estimates  for  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system,  see  Actuarial  Study  No.  63 
of  the  Social  Security  Administration,  Department  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare.  January  1967. 

F.  IXTERMEDIATE-COST  ESTIMATES 

(1)  Purposes  of  inter  mediate -cost  estimates 

The  long-range  intermediate-cost  estimates  are  developed  from  the 
low-  and  high-cost  estimates  by  averaging  them  (using  the  dollar  esti- 
mates and  developing  therefrom  the  corresponding  estimates  relative 
to  payroll).  The  intermediate-cost  estimate  does  not  represent  the 
most  probable  estimate  since  it  is  impossible  to  develop  any  such 
figures.  Rather,  it  has  been  set  down  as  a  convenient  and  readily 
available  single  set  of  figures  to  use  for  comparative  purposes. 

The  Congress,  in  enacting  the  1950  act  and  subsequent  legislation, 
was  of  the  belief  that  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
program  should  be  on  a  completely  self-supporting  basis  and  actuari- 
ally sound.  Therefore,  a  single  estimate  is  necessary  in  the  develop- 
ment of  a  tax  schedule  intended  to  make  the  system  self-supporting. 
Any  specific  schedule  will  necessarily  be  somewhat  different  from 
what  will  actually  be  required  to  obtain  exact  balance  between  con- 
tributions and  benefits.  This  procedure,  however,  does  make  the 
intention  specific,  even  though  in  actual  practice  future  changes  in 
the  tax  schedule  might  be  necessary.  Likewise,  exact  balance  cannot 
be  obtained  from  a  specific  set  of  integral  or  rounded  tax  rates  increas- 
ing in  orderly  intervals,  but  rather  this  principle  of  self-support  should 
be  aimed  at  as  closely  as  possible. 

(2)  Interest  rate  used  in  cost  estimates 

The  interest  rate  used  for  computing  the  level-costs  for  the  commit- 
tee-approved bill  is  3  34  percent  for  the  intermediate-cost  estimate. 
This  is  slightly  below  the  average  yield  of  the  investments  of  the  trust 
funds  at  the  end  of  June  1967  (about  3.79  percent),  and  is  considerably 
below  the  rate  currently  being  obtained  for  new  investments  {p}{ 
percent  for  October  1967). 

(3)  Actuarial  balance  of  OASD I  system 

Table  3  has  shown  that,  according  to  the  latest  cost  estimates  made 
for  the  1965  act,  there  is  a  very  favorable  actuarial  balance  for  the 
combined  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system,  but  that 
there  is  a  deficit  of  0.15  percent  of  taxable  payroll  for  the  disability 
insurance  portion,  and  a  favorable  balance  of  0.89  percent  of  taxable 
payroll  for  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  portion. 
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Under  each  of  the  three  versions  of  the  bill,  the  benefit  changes 
proposed  would  be  financed,  in  large  part,  by  utilizing  the  existing 
favorable  actuarial  balance  and  by  the  increases  in  the  contribution 
rates  and  the  earnings  base. 

Table  4  traces  through  the  change  in  the  actuarial  balance  of  the 
system  from  its  situation  under  the  1965  act,  according  to  the  latest 
estimate,  to  that  under  the  House-approved  bill,  by  type  of  major 
changes  involved,  while  table  5a  gives  similar  data  for  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee  bill,  and  table  5b  relates  to  the  Senate-approved 
bill.  Table  6  traces  through  the  change  in  the  actuarial  balance  of 
the  system  for  the  Senate-approved  bill  as  compared  with  the  House- 
approved  bill. 

TABLE  4.— CHANGES  IN  ACTUARIAL  BALANCE  OF  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  SYSTEM, 
EXPRESSED  IN  TERMS  OF  ESTIMATED  LEVEL-COST  AS  PERCENTAGE  OF  TAXABLE  PAYROLL,  BY  TYPE  OF  CHANGE, 
INTERMEDIATE-COST  ESTIMATE,  PRESENT  LAW  AND  HOUSE  BILL,  BASED  ON  3.75  PERCENT  INTEREST 

(Percentl 


Old-age  and  Disability  Total 

Item  survivors  insurance  system 

insurance 


Actuarial  balance  of  present  system  

Increase  in  earnings  base  

Earnings  test  liberalization  

Disabled  widow's  benefits  at  age  50   

Special  disability  insured  status  under  age  31  

Liberalized  benefits  with  respect  to  women  workers 

Benefit  increase  of  12>4  percent   

Revised  contribution  schedule.  __  

Total  effect  of  changes  in  bill  

Actuarial  balance  under  bill  


+0.89  -0.15  +0.74 


+.  21  +.  02  +.  23 

-.  06                   (i)  -.  06 

-.  03                   (2)  -.  03 

(=)  -.  02  -.  02 

-.  07                   (i)  -.  07 

-.89  -.10  -.99 

-.01  +.25  +.24 


-.85  +.15  -.70 


+.  04  . 00  +.  04 


1  Less  than  0.005  percent. 

2  Not  applicable  to  this  program. 

TABLE  5a.— CHANGES  IN  ACTUARIAL  BALANCE  OF  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  SYSTEM, 
EXPRESSED  IN  TERMS  OF  ESTIMATED  LEVEL-COST  AS  PERCENTAGE  OF  TAXABLE  PAYROLL,  BY  TYPE  OF 
CHANGE,  INTERMEDIATE-COST  ESTIMATE,  PRESENT  LAW  AND  SENATE  FINANCE  COMMITTEE  BILL,  BASED 
ON  3.75  PERCENT  INTEREST 

|Percent| 


Old-age  and  Disability 
Item  survivors        insurance      Total  system 

insurance 


Actuarial  balance  of  present  system  

Increase  in  earnings  base   

Earnings  test  liberalization  ...   

Disabled  widow's  benefits    

Special  disability  insured  status  under  age  31..  

Liberalized  benefits  with  respect  to  women  workers  

Special  benefits  for  blind  persons.   

Childhood  disability  benefits  for  those  disabled  at  ages  18  to  21 

Reduction  of  minimum  eligibility  age  from  62  to  60.-.  

Benefit  formula  change    

Revised  contribution  schedule   

Total  effect  of  changes  in  bill   

Actuarial  balance  under  bill  


+0.  89 

-0. 15 

+0. 74 

+.  48 

+.  04 

+.  52 

-.17 

(') 

-.17 

-.06 

<2) 

-.06 

(2) 

-.02 

-.02 

-.07 

0) 

-.07 

<2) 

-.05 

-.05 

(') 

(') 

(') 

O) 

O) 

(') 

-1.22 

-.  12 

-1.34 

+.  10 

+.25 

+.35 

-.94 

+.10 

-.84 

-.05 

-.05 

-.10 

1  Less  than  0.005  percent. 

2  Not  applicable  to  this  program. 
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TABLE  5b.— CHANGES  IN  ACTUARIAL  BALANCE  OF  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  SYSTEM, 
EXPRESSED  IN  TERMS  OF  ESTIMATED  LEVEL-COST  AS  PERCENTAGE  OF  TAXABLE  PAYROLL,  BY  TYPE  OF  CHANGE, 
INTERMEDIATE-COST  ESTIMATE,  PRESENT  LAW  AND  SENATE  BILL,  BASED  ON  3.75  PERCENT  INTEREST 

(Percent] 


Old-age  and       Disability  Total 
Item  survivors        insurance  system 

insurance 


Actuarial  balance  of  present  system..  

Increase  in  earnings  base   

Earnings  test  liberalization  _   

Disabled  widow's  benefits     

Special  disability  insured  status  under  age  31  

Liberalized  benefits  with  respect  to  women  workers  

Special  benefits  for  blind  persons    

Childhood  disability  benefits  for  those  disabled  at  ages  18-21. 

Reduction  of  minimum  eligibility  age  from  62  to  60  

Mother's  and  wife's  benefits  for  children  in  high  school  

Benefit  formula  change     

Elimination  of  new  definition  of  disability   

Revised  contribution  schedule  


+0.  89 

-0.15 

+0.74 

+.  48 

+.04 

+.52 

-.33 

(') 

(2) 

-.33 

-.09 

-.09 

O) 

-.02 

-.02 

-.07 

(0 

-.07 

« 

-.06 

-.06 

O) 

(') 

(') 

0) 

(') 

0) 

-.01 

(') 

-.01 

-1.23 

-.12 

-1.35 

0) 

-.10 

-.10 

+.10 

+.  25 

+.  35 

Total  effect  of  changes  in  bill   -1.15  -.01  -1.16 


Actuarial  balance  under  bill   —.26  —.16  —.42 


1  Less  than  0.005  percent. 

2  Not  applicable  to  this  program. 

3  The  cost  of  the  elimination  of  the  new  special  definition  of  disability  for  widow's  (and  widowar's)  benefits  is  included 
in  the  figure  for  disabled  widow's  benefits,  above. 

TABLE  6.— CHANGES  IN  ACTUARIAL  BALANCE  OF  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  SYSTEM, 
EXPRESSED  IN  TERMS  OF  ESTIMATED  LEVEL-COST  AS  PERCENTAGE  OF  TAXABLE  PAYROLL,  BY  TYPE  OF 
CHANGE,  MOVING  FROM  PRESENT  LAW  TO  SENATE  BILL,  BASED  ON  3.75  PERCENT  INTEREST 


[Percentl 


Old-age  and       Disability  Total 
Item  survivors        insurance  system 

insurance 


Actuarial  balance  of  present  system  

Increase  in  earnings  base..   

Earnings  test  liberalization    

Disabled  widow's  benefits  at  age  50  

Special  disability  insured  status  at  age  31  

Liberalized  benefits  with.respect  to  women  workers.  _ 

Benefit  formula  change   

Revised  contribution  schedule...  

Actuarial  balance  under  House  bill  

Further  increase  in  earnings  base  

Further  liberalization  of  earnings  test   

Liberalization  of  disabled  widow's  benefits   

Special  benefits  for  blind  persons   

Reduction  of  minimum  eligibility  age  from  62  to  60  

Liberalization  of  benefit  formula  change..   

Further  revision  of  contribution  schedule.  

Actuarial  balance  under  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill. 

Further  liberalization  of  earnings  test   

Liberalization  of  special  benefits  for  blind  persons  

Mother's  and  wife's  benefits  for  children  in  high  school  

Elimination  of  new  definition  of  disability  

Actuarial  balance  under  Senate  bill  


+0.  89 

-0. 15 

+0. 74 

+.21 

+.02 

+.23 

-.06 

(>) 

-.06 

-.03 

00 

-.03 

(?) 

-.02 

-.02 

-.07 

(') 

-.07 

-.89 

-.10 

-.99 

-.01 

+.  25 

+.  24 

+.  04 

.00 

+.  04 

+  .27 

+.02 

+.29 

-.11 

(') 

-.11 

-.03 

(3 

-.03 

(2> 

-.05 

-.05 

(') 

(>) 

(') 

-.33 

-.02 

-.35 

+.11 

.00 

+.11 

-.05 

-.05 

-.10 

-.17 

(■) 

-.  17 

<2) 

-.01 

-.01 

-.01 

(>> 

-.01 

-.03 

-.10 

-.13 

-.26 

-.16 

-.42 

1  Less  than  0.005  percent. 

2  Not  applicable  in  this  program. 

Several  benefit-provision  changes  made  by  the  several  versions  of  the 
bill  would  have  cost  effects  which  are  of  a  magnitude  of  less  than 
0.005  percent  of  taxable  payroll  when  measured  in  terms  of  long- 
range  level  costs,  Such  changes  involving  small  increases  in  cost  are 
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the  liberalization  of  eligibility  conditions  for  certain  adopted  chil- 
dren, the  elimination  of  marriage  as  a  cause  of  termination  for  child's 
benefits  payable  to  children  attending  school,  the  simplification  of 
benefit  computations  based  on  1937-50  wages,  the  reduction  of  the 
length-of-marriage  requirement  for  survivor  benefits,  the  liberalization 
of  the  offset  provision  for  disability  benefits  when  workmen's  compen- 
sation benefits  are  also  payable,  the  reduction  in  the  penalties  for 
failure  to  file  timely  reports  of  earnings  and  other  events  and  the  pay- 
ment of  childhood  disability  benefits  to  persons  becoming  disabled  at 
ages  18-21.  The  reduction  in  the  minimum  eligibility  age  from  62  to 
60  for  primary,  wife's,  husband's,  widower's,  and  parent's  benefits 
has  no  significant  cost  effect,  because  the  reduced  benefits  available 
are,  for  all  practical  purposes,  on  an  actuarial-reduction  basis  (so 
that  the  increased  outgo  in  the  early  years  will  be  counterbalanced 
by  reduced  outgo  later).  Such  changes  involving  small  decreases  in  cost 
are  the  additional  limitations  on  payment  of  benefits  to  certain  aliens 
outside  the  United  States. 

Account  has  been  taken  of  the  elimination  in  the  Senate  bill  of  the 
detailed  definition  of  disability — and  thus  the  retention  of  only  the 
more  general  definition  in  present  law,  for  both  the  present  disability 
beneficiaries  and  for  the  newly  added  category  of  disabled  widows  and 
widowers  (in  all  three  versions  of  the  bill).  Initially,  I  had  believed 
that  a  return  to  the  definition  under  present  law  would  not  necessitate 
any  increase  in  the  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  program,  although 
recognizing  that  there  was  a  much  greater  likelihood  that  the  costs 
actually  developing  would  exceed  the  intermediate-cost  estimate.  It 
may  be  noted  that  the  cost  estimates  made  for  the  House  bill  and  for 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill  did  not  include  a  reduction  in  cost 
to  allow  for  the  inclusion  of  the  detailed  definition;  rather,  this  was 
considered  to  be  a  safeguard,  or  cost  control,  so  that  the  existing 
definition  would  not  be  weakened  by  court  decisions  or  otherwise. 

After  considering  the  Senate  discussion  on  the  amendment  to  elimi- 
nate the  new  detailed  definition  of  disability,  and  after  advice  from 
legal  experts,  I  now  believe  that  it  is  quite  likely  that  this  legislative 
action  will  result  in  significantly  higher  costs  for  disability  benefits. 
This  will  be  so  for  disabled-worker  benefits  (because  the  legislative  his- 
tory developing  from  the  Senate  floor  debate  would  support  an  inter- 
pretation of  the  definition  reflected  by  a  series  of  liberal  court  decisions 
finding  disability  under  circumstances  not  originally  contemplated  by 
Congress  and  the  Social  Security  Administration) ,  for  disabled- widow 
benefits  (because  of  the  elimination  of  the  special  stricter  definition  of 
disability  for  this  category  that  was  contained  in  the  House  bill  and 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill),  and  for  disabled  individuals  who, 
despite  impairments,  return  to  work  and  regularly  earn  substantial 
wages  or  perform  significant  services  in  their  own  businesses.  The  in- 
creased cost  will  result  from  the  fact  that  elimination  of  the  new 
detailed  definition  of  disability  will  not  in  fact  return  the  situation  to 
the  present  one,  but  rather  will  require  a  significant  change  in  the 
current  interpretation  of  the  disability  definition  by  the  Social  Security 
Administration  (in  the  direction,  for  example,  of  paying  disability 
benefits  to  persons  who  are  capable  of  engaging  in  substantial  gainful 
employment  but  for  whom  suitable  work  is  not  available  in  their 
immediate  vicinity  or  whom  employers  prefer  not  to  hire). 

The  changes  made  by  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  Finance  Com- 
mittee bill  would  maintain  the  sound  actuarial  position  of  the  old- 
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age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system.  The  estimated  actu- 
arial balance  for  the  House  bill  is  a  small  positive  amount,  while  that 
for  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill  is  just  at  the  established 
limit  within  which  the  system  is  considered  substantially  in  actuarial 
balance.  On  the  other  hand,  there  is  a  very  significant  actuarial 
imbalance  for  the  Senate  bill  (as  a  result  of  several  liberalizations  of 
benefits  having  been  made  without  any  corresponding  changes  in 
the  financing  provisions). 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  in  1950  and  in  subsequent  amendments, 
the  Congress  did  not  recommend  that  the  system  be  financed  by  a  high 
level  tax  rate  in  the  future,  but  rather  recommended  an  increasing 
schedule,  which,  of  necessity,  ultimately  rises  higher  than  such  a  level 
rate.  Nonetheless,  this  graded  tax  schedule  will  produce  a  considerable 
excess  of  income  over  outgo  for  many  years  so  that  a  sizable  trust  fund 
will  develop,  although  not  as  large  as  would  arise  under  an  equivalent 
level  tax  rate.  This  fund  will  be  invested  in  Government  securities 
(just  as  is  also  the  case  for  the  trust  funds  of  the  civil  service  retire- 
ment, railroad  retirement,  national  service  life  insurance,  and  U.S. 
Government  life  insurance  systems).  The  resulting  interest  income  will 
help  to  bear  part  of  the  higher  benefit  costs  of  the  future. 

The  level  contribution  rate  equivalent  to  the  graded  schedules  in 
the  law  may  be  computed  in  the  same  manner  as  level-costs  of  benefits. 
These  are  shown  in  table  3,  as  are  also  figures  for  the  net  actuarial 
balances. 

(4)  OASI  income  and  outgo  in  near  future 

Table  7  shows  the  progress  of  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
trust  fund  under  present  law  and  under  the  three  versions  of  the  bill. 
Solely  for  purposes  of  comparability  with  the  Senate  Finance  Com- 
mittee bill  and  the  Senate  bill  (which  have  an  effective  date  of  March 
1968  for  the  general  benefit  increase),  it  has  been  assumed  that  under 
the  House  bill  the  general  benefit  increase  (and  certain  other  parallel 
benefit  changes)  would  be  effective  for  March  1968.  The  trust  fund 
increases  by  significant  amounts  in  all  future  years  under  present  law 
and  by  somewhat  lesser  amounts  under  the  House  bill.  On  the  other 
hand,  under  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill  and  the  Senate  bill, 
the  trust  fund  remains  virtually  level  (actually  decreases  under  the 
latter)  in  1968  and  then  increases  by  significant  amounts  (but  less 
than  under  the  House  bill)  in  subsequent  years.  The  1968  situation 
occurs  because  the  total  contribution  rate  for  old-age,  survivors,  dis- 
ability, and  hospital  insurance  remains  the  same  as  in  present  law  (for 
all  three  versions  of  the  bill),  but  the  allocation  to  hospital  insurance 
is  larger  under  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill  and  the  Senate  bill 
than  under  the  House  bill.  Also,  under  all  three  versions  of  the  bill,  the 
allocation  to  disability  insurance  is  larger  than  under  present  law. 
Accordingly,  the  allocation  to  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  is  lower 
than  under  present  law,  especially  for  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
bill  and  the  Senate  bill. 
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TABLE  7—  PROGRESS  OF  OLD-AGE  AND  SURVIVORS  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND,  SHORT-RANGE  ESTIMATE 

[In  milllonsl 


Calendar  year 


Contributions 


Benefit 
payments 


Adminis- 
trative 
expenses 


Railroad 
retirement 
financial 
interchange  1 


Interest  on 
fund  2 


Balance  in 
fund  at  end  of 

year3 


Actual  data 


1951.   $3,367  $1,885 

1952   3,819  2,194 

1953   3,945  3,006 

1954...   5,163  3,670 

1955...  _  5,713  4,968 

1956    6,172  5,715 

1957     6,825  7,347 

1958    7,566  8,327 

1959...    8,052  9,842 

1960...    10,866  10,677 

1961    11,285  11,862 

1962   12,059  13,356 

1963    14,541  14,217 

1964...  _.  15,689  14,914 

1965    16,017  16,737 

1966    20,658  18,267 


$81 
88 
88 

$417 
365 
414 

$15,  540 
17,442 
18,707 

92 

-$21 

447 

20, 576 

119 

-7 

454 

21,663 

132 

-5 

526 

22,519 

<  162 

-2 

556 

22, 393 

i  194 

124 

552 

21,864 

184 

282 

532 

20, 141 

203 

318 

516 

20, 324 

239 

332 

548 

19, 725 

256 

361 

526 

18, 337 

281 

423 

521 

18, 480 

296 

403 

569 

19,125 

328 

436 

593 

18,235 

256 

444 

644 

20,  570 

Estimated  data,  House  bill 


1968..   $24,251  $22,472  $409  $477  $913  $25,836 

1969    27,294  24,159  405  525  1,009  29,050 

1970    28,497  25,123  415  616  1,150  32,543 

1971   32,089  26,126  427  605  1,386  38,860 

1972....   33,469  27,158  440  587  1,720  45,864 


Estimated  data,  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill 


1968   $23,920  $23,496  $438  $477  $882  $24,425 

1969   28,250  26,321  412  545  918  26,315 

1970  _  _   29,955  27,498  419  697  1,005  28,661 

1971   33,787  28,539  431  665  1,195  34,008 

1972...   36,540  29,608  444  646  1,515  41,365 


Estimated  data,  Senate  bill 


1968...   $23,920  $24,178  $453  $477  $866  $23,712 

1969    28,275  27,162  423  547  868  24,723 

1970   29,955  28,191  428  741  917  26,235 

1971   33,787  29,259  440  710  1,070  30,683 

1972...   36,540  30,351  453  690  1,349  37,078 


Estimated  data,  present  law 


1967.   $23,210  $19,635  $393  $508  $794  $24,038 

1968   24,085  20,247  378  477  960  27,981 

1969   28,004  21,053  393  492  1,192  35,239 

1970   29,270  21,901  404  483  1,522  43,243 

1971     30,070  22,778  416  460  1,902  51,561 

1972...   30,884  23,676  429  459  2,315  60,196 


i  A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad  retirement  account,  and  a  positive  figure  indi- 
cates the  reverse. 

-  An  interest  rate  of  3.75  percent  is  used  in  determining  the  level-costs,  under  the  intermediate-cost  long-range  esti- 
mates, but  in  developing  the  progress  of  the  trust  fund  a  varying  rate  in  the  early  years  has  been  used. 

3  Not  including  amounts  in  the  railroad  retirement  account  to  the  credit  of  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust 
fund.  In  millions  of  dollars,  these  amounted  to  $377  for  1953,  $284  for  1954,  $163  for  1955,  $60  for  1956,  and  nothing  for 
1957  and  thereafter. 

4  These  figures  are  artificially  high  because  of  the  method  of  reimbursements  between  this  trust  fund  and  the  disability 
insurance  trust  fund  (and,  likewise,  the  figure  for  1959  is  too  low). 

Note:  Contributions  include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  noncontributory  credit  for  military  service  and  for 
the  special  benefits  payable  to  certain  noninsured  persons  aged  72  or  over. 
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(5)  DI  income  and  outgo  in  near  future 

Table  8  shows  the  progress  of  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund 
under  present  law  and  under  the  three  versions  of  the  bill.  The  trust 
fund  increases  by  significant  amounts  in  all  future  years  under  each 
of  the  three  versions  of  the  bill — especially  as  compared  with  present 
law.  This  trend  is  the  result  of  the  increased  allocation  to  this  trust 
fund  from  the  combined  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
contribution  rate,  which  more  than  offsets  the  increased  outgo  due  to 
the  benefit  changes.  The  higher  taxable  earnings  base  also  has  an 
increasing  effect  on  the  trust  fund. 

TABLE  8.— PROGRESS  OF  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND,  SHORT-RANGE  COST  ESTIMATE 

|ln  millions] 


Adminis-       Railroad  Balance  in 

Calendar  year  Contributions         Benefit  trative       retirement  Interest  on     fund  at  end  of 

payments       expenses       financial  fund2  year 

interchange  1 


Actual  data 


1957..   $702  $57  3  $3   $7  $649 

1958    966  249  3  12    25  1,379 

1959    891  457  50            -$22  40  1,825 

I960....  _   1,010  568  36               -5  53  2,289 

1961   1,038  887  64                 5  66  2,437 

1962   1,046  1,105  66                11  68  2  368 

1963   1,099  1,210  68                20  66  2,235 

1964...    1,  154  1,309  79                19  64  2,047 

1965   1,188  1,573  90                24  59  1,606 

1966    2,022  1,  784  137                25  58  1,  739 


Estimated  data,  House  bill 


1968   $3,215  $2,278  $128  $21  $100  $2,951 

1969   3,488  2,496  120  22  140  3,941 

1970    3,607  2,611  122  23  184  4,976 

1971   3,732  2,717  126  26  231  6,070 

1972    3,849  2,821  132  30  279  7,215 


Estimated  data,  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill 


1968....   $3,254  $2,334  $157  $21  $99  $2,905 

1969    3,619  2,747  128  22  135  3,762 

1970    3,777  2,888  126  26  174  4,673 

1971    3,918  3,012  129  31  215  5,634 

1972    4,191  3,133  135  36  260  6,781 


Estimated  data,  Senate  bill 


1968     $3,254  $2,412  $166  $21  $96  $2,815 

1969   ___  3,619  2,904  135  23  127  3.499 

1970    3,777  3,121  133  29  156  4,149 

1971    3,918  3,324  136  37  184  4,754 

1972   4,191  3,461  142  43  213  5,512 


Estimated  data,  present  law 


1967..   $2,313  $1,920  $107  $31  $73  $2,067 

1968...   2,359  2,039  114  21  86  2,338 

1969    2,436  2,155  116  24  96  2,575 

1970    2,512  2,260  119  26  106  2,788 

1971   _  2,591  2,357  123  29  115  2,985 

1972    2,665  2,449  129  32  122  3,162 


1  A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad  retirement  account,  and  a  positive  figure  indi- 
cates the  reverse. 

2  An  interest  rate  of  3.75  percent  is  used  in  determining  the  level-costs  under  the  intermediate-cost  long-range 
estimates,  but  in  developing  the  progress  of  the  trust  fund  a  varying  rate  in  the  early  years  has  been  used. 

3  These  figures  are  artificially  low  because  of  the  method  of  reimbursements  between  the  trust  fund  and  the  old-age 
and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  (and,  likewise,  the  figure  for  1959  is  too  high). 

Note:  Contributions  include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  noncontributory  credit  lor  military  service 
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(6)  Increases  in  benefit  disbursements  in  1968-72,  by  cause 

The  increases  in  the  total  benefit  disbursements  of  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  in  1968  as  a  result  of  the 
changes  that  the  House-approved  bill  would  make  are  shown  in 
table  9.  The  corresponding  figures  for  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
bill  and  the  Senate  bill  are  shown  in  tables  10  and  11.  In  each  instance, 
the  major  portion  of  the  increase  is  due  to  the  general  benefit  increase. 

TABLE  9. — ESTIMATED  ADDITIONAL  OASDI  BENEFIT  PAYMENTS  IN  CALENDAR  YEARS  1968,  1969,  AND 

1972  UNDER  HOUSE  BILL 


|ln  millions] 


Item 

1968 

1969 

1972 

General  benefit  increase  

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  insured    

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  noninsured   

Liberalized  benefits  with  respect  to  women  workers  

Special  disability  insured  status  under  age  31   

Disabled  widow's  benefits  at  age  50   

Earnings  test  liberalization   

$2,117 
5 
39 
64 
53 
45 
140 

$2, 948 
7 
43 
89 
72 
63 
221 

$3, 328 

5 

25 
100 
77 
72 
244 

Total..  

2,463 

3,443 

3, 851 

Note:  It  is  assumed  that  the  general  benefit  increase  and  all  other  changes  except  the  earnings  test  liberalization  are 
effective  for  March  1968  (with  1st  payment  in  next  month). 

TABLE  10—  ESTIMATED  ADDITIONAL  OASDI  BENEFIT  PAYMENTS  IN  CALENDAR  YEARS  1968, 
UNDER  SENATE  FINANCE  COMMITTEE  BILL 

1969,  AND  1972 

[In  millions] 

Item 

1968 

1969 

1972 

General  benefit  increase  1  

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  insured  '   

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  noninsured  '  

Liberalized  benefits  with  respect  to  women  workers  1   

Special  disability  insured  status  under  age  31  1  

Disabled  widow's  benefits  L.   

Earnings  test  liberalization.  

Reduction  of  minimum  eligibility  age  from  62  to  60  2   

$3, 057 
16 

140 
67 
55 
62 

140 

$4,  245 
20 
156 
92 
74 
90 
450 
555 

$4, 789 
15 
89 
103 
79 
103 
691 
522 

Special  benefits  for  blind  persons2  

165 

210 

Child  disability  benefits  for  those  disabled  at  ages  18-21 1  

6 

8 

10 

Total  

3,  543 

5,855 

6,611 

1  Effective  for  March  1968  (1st  payment  in  next  month). 

2  Effective  for  December  1968  (1st  payment  in  next  month). 

TABLE  11.— ESTIMATED  ADDITIONAL  OASDI  BENEFIT  PAYMENTS  IN  CALENDAR  YEARS  1968,  1969,  AND  1972, 

UNDER  SENATE  BILL 

[In  millions] 

Item 

1968 

1969 

1972 

General  benefit  increase  1  

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  insured  1    

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  noninsured  '  

Liberalized  benefits  with  respect  to  women  workers  '  

Special  disability  insured  status  under  age  31 1  

Disabled  widow's  benefits  1   

Earnings  test  liberalization.  

Reduction  of  minimum  eligibility  age  from  62  to  60 2   

$3,  057 
16 

140 
67 
55 
93 

770 

$4, 245 
20 
156 
92 
74 
135 
1,215 
555 

$4, 789 
15 
89 
103 
79 
155 
1,341 
522 

Special  benefits  for  blind  persons  -.  

182 

231 

Child  disability  benefits  for  those  disabled  at  ages  18-21  1  .. 

Elimination  of  new  definition  of  disability  4   _  _. 

6 

29 
70 

8 
42 
129 

10 
55 
291 

Total     

4,303 

6,853 

7,680 

1  Effective  for  March  1968  (first  payment  in  next  month). 

2  Effective  for  December  1968  (first  payment  in  next  month). 

s  Effective  for  second  month  after  month  of  enactment  (first  payment  in  next  month). 

«  The  cost  of  the  elimination  of  the  new  special  definition  of  disability  for  widow's  (and  widower's)  benefits  is  included 
in  the  figure  for  disabled  widow's  benefits,  above. 
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(7)  Long-range  operations  oj  0;\SI  trust  fund 

Table  12  gives  the  estimated  operation  of  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  trust  fund  under  the  program  as  it  would  be  changed  by 
each  of  the  three  versions  of  the  bill  for  the  long-range  future,  based 
on  the  intermediate-cost  estimate.  It  will,  of  course,  be  recognized 
that  the  figures  for  the  next  two  or  three  decades  are  the  most  reliable 
(under  the  assumption  of  level-earnings  trends  in  the  future)  since 
the  populations  concerned — both  covered  workers  and  beneficiaries — 
are  already  born.  As  the  estimates  proceed  further  into  the  future, 
there  is,  of  course,  much  more  uncertainty — if  for  no  reason  other 
than  the  relative  difficulty  in  predicting  future  birth  trends — but  it  is 
desirable  and  necessary  nonetheless  to  consider  these  long-range  possi- 
bilities under  a  social  insurance  program  that  is  intended  to  operate 
in  perpetuity. 

TABLE  12— ESTIMATED  PROGRESS  OF  OLD-AGE  AND  SURVIVORS  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND  UNDER  SYSTEM  AS 
MODIFIED  BY  BILL,  LONG-RANGE  COST  ESTIMATES,  INTERMEDIATE  ESTIMATES 

[In  millions] 


Adminis-       Railroad  Balance  in 

Calendaryear  Contributions        Benefits  trative       retirement  Interest  on      fund  at  end 

payments        expenses       financial  fund2  of  year 

interchange 1 


House  bill 


1975     $33,334  $28,222  $446  $450  $1,513  $46,620 

1980   „  36,199  32,505  490  300  2,521  71.399 

1990   41,019  41,318  576  120  4,045  115.539 

2000   47,837  46,523  631  10  5,526  157.884 

2025    62,053  75,297  930  -90  10,984  304.366 


Senate  Finance  Committee  bill 


1975...    $36,068  $30,994  $452  $435  $1,224  $38,880 

1980    39,605  35,467  496  280  2,246  67.333 

1990    44,871  44,947  583  90  3,825  109.957 

2000   52,337  50,967  638  -20  5,279  151.557 

2025...   67,893  84,874  941  -120  9,292  256.778 


Senate  bill 


1975   $36,060  $31,744  $452  $450  $1,008  $32,615 

198C   39,605  36,313  496  290  1,791  54.384 

19S0   _.  44,875  46,000  582  95  2,743  79.554 

2000...   52.332  52,158  638  -15  3.213  93.335 

2025   67,893  86.791  941  -115  1,980  53.239 


1  A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad  retirement  account,  and  a  positive  figure  indi- 
cates the  reverse. 

2  At  interest  rates  of  3.75  percent. 

Note:  Contributions  include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  noncontributory  credit  for  military  service  before 
1957.  No  account  is  taken  in  this  table  of  the  outgo  for  the  special  benefits  payable  to  certain  noninsured  persons  aged  72 
or  over  or  for  the  additional  benefits  payable  on  the  basis  or  noncontributory  credit  for  military  service  after  1967 — or  of 
the  corresponding  reimbursement  therefor,  which  is  exactly  counterbalancing  from  a  long-range  cost  standpoint.  For 
the  purposes  of  this  table,  it  is  assumed  that  the  enactment  date  is  in  December  1967. 

In  every  year  after  1967  for  the  next  20  years,  contribution  income 
under  the  system  as  it  would  be  modified  by  each  of  the  three  versions 
of  the  bill  is  estimated  to  exceed  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
benefit  disbursements.  Even  after  the  benefit-outgo  curve  rises  ahead 
of  the  contribution-income  curve,  the  trust  fund  will  nonetheless  con- 
tinue to  increase  because  of  the  effect  of  interest  earnings  (which 
more  than  meet  the  administrative  expense  disbursements  and  any 
financial  interchanges  with  the  railroad  retirement  program).  As  a 
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result,  this  trust  fund  is  estimated  to  grow  steadily  under  the  inter- 
mediate long-range  cost  estimate  (with  a  level-earnings  assumption), 
reaching  well  over  $100  billion  under  each  of  the  versions  of  the  bill 
and  continuing  to  grow  for  a  number  of  years  thereafter.  However, 
under  the  Senate  bill,  the  fund  begins  to  decline  after  about  2015  and 
is  exhausted  15  years  later. 

(8)  Long-range  operations  oj  DI  trust  fund 

The  disability  insurance  trust  fund,  under  the  program  as  it  would 
be  changed  by  each  of  the  three  versions  of  the  bill,  grows  slowly  but 
steadily  after  1967,  according  to  the  intermediate  long-range  cost 
estimate,  as  shown  b}*  table  13.  Under  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
bill  and  under  the  Senate  bill,  the  fund  reaches  a  peak  and  then 
declines  until  it  is  exhausted  after  a  few  years.  The  maximum  size 
under  the  Senate  bill  is  $2)2  billion,  and  the  exhaustion  point  is  1980. 

TABLE  13— ESTIMATED  PROGRESS  OF  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND  UNDER  SYSTEM  AS  MODIFIED  BY 
BILL,  LONG-RANGE  COST  ESTIMATES,  INTERMEDIATE  ESTIMATES 

(I n  millionsl 


Adminis-       Railroad  Balance  in 

Calendar  year          Contributions         Benefit          trative       retirement  Interest  on    fund  at  end  of 

payments       expenses       financial  fund2  year 
interchange  1 


House  bill 


1975   $3,525  $3,130  $131  -$10  $228  $6,733 

1980   3,827  3,551  133  -16  316  9,149 

1990   4,335  4,074  138  -20  509  14, 573 

2000.   5,054  4,991  162  -20  774  21,887 

2025   6,542  7,260  233  -20  743  20,808 


Senate  Finance  Committee  bill 


1975....   $3,797  $3,  557  $133  -$6  $175  $5,251 

1980...     4,123  4,063  139  -10  213  6,250 

1990...   4,670  4,708  145  -15  239  6,994 

2000     5,445  5,787  170  -15  225  6,555 

2025     7,049  8,338  245  -15  (3)  (3) 


Senate  bill 


1975    $3,796  $3,956  $149    $59  $1,871 

1980  ...   4.123  4,518  155  -$4  (<)  (<) 

1990      4,670  5,238  161  -9  (0  (<) 

2000   5,445  6,433  189  -9  (<)  (<) 

2025   7,049  9,273  273  -9  (')  (<) 


'  A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad  retirement  account,  and  a  positive  figure  indi- 
cates the  reverse. 
-  At  interest  rates  of  3.75  percent. 
'•  Fund  exhausted  in  2008. 
<  Fund  exhausted  in  1980. 

liote:  Contribution;  include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  noncontributory  credit  for  military  service  before  1957. 
flo  account  is  taken  in  this  table  of  the  outgo  for  the  additional  benefits  payable  on  the  basis  of  noncontributory  credit  for 
military  service  after  1967— or  of  the  corresponding  reimbursement  therefor,  which  is  exactly  counterbalancing  from  a 
long-range  cost  standpoint.  For  the  purposes  of  this  table,  it  is  assumed  that  the  enactment  date  is  in  December  1967. 
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II.  Actuabial  Cost  Estimates  for  the  Hospital  Insurance  System 

A.  INTRODUCTION 

This  portion  of  the  report  presents  actuarial  cost  estimates  for  the 
hospital  insurance  system  as  it  would  be  amended  by  the  bill.  The 
three  versions  of  the  bill  differ  to  some  extent  as  to  the  benefit  provi- 
sions (and,  accordingly,  also  as  to  the  financing  provisions),  although 
in  general  the  structures  of  the  program  are  similar. 

The  major  changes  in  present  law  by  the  House  bill — insofar  as 
actuarial  cost  aspects  are  concerned — are  as  follows: 

(1)  The  outpatient  diagnostic  benefits  would  be  moved  to  the 
supplementary  medical  insurance  system. 

(2)  The  maximum  duration  of  hospital  benefits  in  a  spell  of 
illness  would  be  increased  from  90  days  to  120  days,  with  the 
additional  30  days  being  subject  to  cost-sharing  of  $20  per  day 
(initially). 

(3)  The  maximum  taxable  earnings  base  would  be  increased  to 
$7,600  per  year  for  1968  and  after. 

(4)  The  contribution  rate  would  be  increased  for  all  years  after 
1968  by  0.1  percent  for  each  party  (employers,  employees,  and 
self-employed). 

From  an  actuarial  cost  standpoint,  the  major  changes  made  by  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee  bill  as  compared  with  the  House  bill  are 
as  follows: 

(1)  In  lieu  of  increasing  the  maximum  duration  of  hospital 
benefits  from  90  days  to  120  days  (with  $20  per  day  cost  sharing), 
a  "lifetime  reserve"  of  60  days,  with  $10  per  day  cost  sharing 
(initially),  would  be  provided. 

(2)  The  maximum  taxable  earnings  base  would  be  increased  to 
$8,000  in  1968,  $8,800  in  1969-71,  and  $10,800  in  1972  and  after. 

(3)  The  contribution  rate  would  be  0.1  percent  higher  for  each 
party  in  1968  than  in  the  House  bill,  the  same  in  1969-75,  and 
lower  in  1976  and  after  (such  decrease  being  0.15  percent  in  1987 
and  after).  Such  decrease  would  be  possible  because  of  the  higher 
earnings  bases  than  in  the  House  bill. 

The  Senate  bill  made  the  following  important  change,  from  a  cost 
standpoint,  in  the  Senate  Financ.3  Committee  bill: 

(I)  The  reimbursement  basis  for  hospitals  and  extended  care 
facilities  would  be  increased  so  as  to  be,  optionally,  on  the  basis 
of  the  average  daily  cost  for  patients  of  all  ages  (instead  of  being 
based  on  such  cost  for  medicare  patients  only),  to  be  effective 
July  1,  1968. 

B.   SUMMARY  OF  ACTUARIAL  COST  ESTIMATES 

The  hospital  insurance  system  as  it  would  be  amended  by  each  of  the 
three  versions  of  the  bill  has  an  estimated  cost  for  benefit  payments 
ano!  administrative  expenses  that  is  in  long-range  balance  with  con- 
tribution income.  It  is  recognized  that  the  preparation  of  cost  estimates 
for  hospital  and  related  benefits  is  much  more  difficult  and  is  much 
more  subject  to  variation  than  cost  estimates  for  the  cash  benefits 
of  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system.  This  is  so 
not  only  because  the  hospital  insurance  program  is  newly  established 
but  also  because  of  the  greater  number  of  variable  factors  involved 
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in  a  service-benefit  program  than  in  a  cash-benefit  one.  However, 
it  is  believed  that  the  present  cost  estimates  are  made  under  conserv- 
ative assumptions  with  respect  to  all  foreseeable  factors. 

The  present  cost  estimates  are  based  on  considerably  higher  assump- 
tions as  to  hospital  costs  than  were  the  original  estimates,  which  were 
prepared  in  1965  at  the  time  that  the  system  was  established.  At  that 
time,  the  sharp  increases  that  have  occurred  in  such  costs  in  1966-67 
were  not  generally  predicted  by  experts  in  the  field.  The  current 
assumptions  are  based  on  the  testimony  of  several  experts,  as  will 
be  discussed  subsequently. 

These  cost  estimates  also  contain  revised  assumptions  as  to  the 
initial  level  of  earnings  in  1966  and  as  to  future  interest-rate  trends. 
These  assumptions  are  the  same  as  those  used  in  the  revised  cost  esti- 
mates for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system, 
described  elsewhere  in  this  report.  Also,  the  new  cost  estimates  for 
the  hospital  insurance  system  are  based  on  the  revised  estimates  of 
beneficiaries  aged  65  and  over  under  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disa- 
bility insurance  program.  The  latter  show  somewhat  fewer  aged  bene- 
ficiaries relative  to  the  covered  population  with  respect  to  whom 
contributions  are  payable ;  accordingly,  the  cost  of  the  hospital  insur- 
ance system  is  reduced  on  account  of  this  factor  (although  only  partly 
offsetting  the  effect  of  hospital-cost  trend  assumptions). 

The  new  cost  estimates  contain  the  assumption  that,  in  the  inter- 
mediate-cost estimate,  administrative  expenses  will  be  3%  percent  of 
the  benefit  payments,  which  is  the  anticipated  experience  in  1967-78 
(as  against  the  assumption  of  3  percent  in  the  original  estimates). 
The  administrative  expenses  for  the  low-cost  and  high-cost  estimates 
are  assumed  to  be  the  same  proportion  as  in  the  intermediate-cost 
estimate. 

The  new  cost  estimates  also  take  into  account  the  small  additional 
cost  arising  from  the  reimbursement  bases  for  hospitals  and  extended 
care  facilities  that  are  now  in  effect  being  somewhat  higher  than  was 
assumed  in  the  original  cost  estimates. 

The  cost  estimates  presented  here  are  developed  on  the  same  bases 
as  those  that  were  used  in  the  committee  report  for  the  bill  that  was 
approved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  (H.  Rept.  544),  with  one 
exception.  At  the  hearings  before  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  on 
August  24,  1967,  in  answer  to  a  question  put  by  Senator  Williams  of 
Delaware,  it  was  brought  out  that  the  original  estimate  for  the 
extended  care  facility  benefit — $25  to  $50  million  for  calendar  1967 — 
was  low  since  actual  experience  indicated  that  the  figure  would 
probably  be  of  the  magnitude  of  $250  to  $300  million  a  year  (Hearings, 
page  371). 

Unlike  the  cost  estimate  presented  in  the  House  report,  the  esti- 
mates in  this  report  (in  the  text  and  pertinent  tables  for  present  law 
and  for  the  House  bill)  reflect  the  new  cost  assumptions  based  on 
the  actual  experience.  The  increased  cost  so  included  is  about  $250 
million  in  1967  for  insured  persons,  and  increasing  amounts  in  later 
years.  There  woidd  also  be  a  proportionate  increased  cost  for  the 
uninsured.  More  details  on  this  change  in  actuarial  cost  assumption 
will  be  given  later. 
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C.  FINANCING  POLICY 

(1)  Financing  basis 

The  contribution  schedule  contained  in  the  Senate  bill  (and  in  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee  bill)  for  the  hospital  insurance  program, 
under  an  $8,000  base  in  1968,  an  $8,800  taxable  earnings  base  in 
1969-71,  and  $10,800  in  1972  and  after,  is  as  follows,  as  compared 
■with  that  of  present  law  (with  an  earnings  base  of  $6,600)  and  with 
that  of  the  House  bill  (with  an  earnings  base  of  $7,600  in  1968  and 
after): 

[In  percent) 


Combined  employer-employee  rate  Self-employed  rate 


Calendar  year  Present        House        Senate'       Present        House  Senate' 

law  bill  bill  law  bill  bill 


1967     1.0  1.0  1.0  0.50  0.50  0.50 

1968   1.0  1.0  1.2  .50  .50  .60 

1969-72..    1.0  1.2  1.2  .50  .60  .60 

1973-75    1.1  1.3  1.3  .55  .65  .65 

1976-79      1.2  1.4  1.3  .60  .70  .65 

1980-86   1.4  1.6  1.5  .70  .80  .75 

1987  and  after    1.6  1.8  1.5  .80  .90  .75 


'  Same  rates  in  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill. 

The  combined  employer-employee  rate  under  the  Senate  bill 
would  be  0.2  percent  higher  in  1968-75  than  under  present  law,  0.1 
percent  higher  in  1976-86,  and  0.1  percent  lower  in  1987  and  after. 
These  increases,  along  with  the  additional  income  from  the  higher 
earnings  bases,  would  finance  the  increased  cost  of  the  present  pro- 
gram that  results  from  the  higher  hospitalization-cost  assumptions 
used  in  the  current  estimates,  as  compared  with  those  used  when  the 
program  was  initiated  in  1965.  The  lower  ultimate  rate  is  possible 
because  of  the  higher  earnings  bases  under  the  Senate  bill.  Except 
in  1968,  the  Senate  bill  has  the  same  or  lower  rates  than  the  House 
bill;  this  is  primarily  due  to  the  financing  effect  of  the  higher  earnings 
bases  under  the  Senate  bill. 

The  hospital  insurance  program  is  completely  separate  from  the 
old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  in  several  ways, 
although  the  earnings  base  is  the  same  under  both  programs.  First, 
the  schedules  of  tax  rates  for  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insur- 
ance and  for  hospital  insurance  are  in  separate  subsections  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  (unlike  the  situation  for  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  as  compared  with  disability  insurance,  where  there  is  a 
single  tax  rate  for  both  programs,  but  an  allocation  thereof  into  two 
portions).  Second,  the  hospital  insurance  program  has  a  separate 
trust  fund  (as  is  also  the  case  for  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  and 
for  disability  insurance)  and,  in  addition,  has  a  separate  Board  of 
Trustees  from  that  of  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
system.  Third,  income  tax  withholding  statements  (forms  W-2)  show 
the  proportion  of  the  total  contribution  for  old-age,  survivors,  and 
disability  insurance  and  for  hospital  insurance  that  is  with  respect  to 
the  latter.  Fourth,  the  hospital  insurance  program  covers  railroad 
employees  directly  in  the  same  manner  as  other  covered  workers, 
and  their  benefit  payments  are  paid  directly  from  this  trust  fund 
(rather  than  directly  or  indirectly  through  the  railroad  retirement 
system),  whereas  these  employees  are  not  covered  by  old-age,  survivors, 
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and  disability  insurance  (except  indirectly  through  the  financial  inter- 
change provisions).  Fifth,  the  financing  basis  for  the  hospital  insur- 
ance system  is  determined  under  a  different  approach  than  that  used 
for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system,  reflecting 
the  different  natures  of  the  two  programs  (by  assuming  rising  earnings 
levels  and  rising  hospitalization  costs  in  future  years  instead  of  level- 
earnings  assumptions  and  by  making  the  estimates  for  a  25-year 
period  rather  than  a  75-year  one). 

(2)  Self -supporting  nature  of  system 

Just  as  has  always  been  the  case  in  connection  with  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system,  the  Congress  has  very 
carefully  considered  the  cost  aspects  of  the  present  hospital  insur- 
ance system  and  proposed  changes  therein.  In  the  same  manner,  the 
Congress  believes  that  this  program  should  be  completely  self- 
supporting  from  the  contributions  of  covered  individuals  and  em- 
ployers (the  transitional  uninsured  group  covered  by  this  program 
have  their  benefits,  and  the  resulting  administrative  expenses,  com- 
pletely financed  from  general  revenues).  Accordingly,  the  Congress 
very  strongly  believes  that  the  tax  schedule  in  the  law  should  make  the 
hospital  insurance  system  self-supporting  over  the  long  range  as 
nearly  as  can  be  foreseen,  and  thus  actuarially  sound. 

(3)  Actuarial  soundness  of  system 

The  concept  of  actuarial  soundness  as  it  applies  to  the  hospital 
insurance  system  is  somewhat  similar  to  that  concept  as  it  applies  to 
the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  (see  discussion 
of  this  topic  in  another  section),  but  there  are  important  differences. 

One  major  difference  in  this  concept  as  it  applies  between  the  two 
different  systems  is  the  greater  difficulty  in  making  forecast  assump- 
tions for  a  service  benefit  than  for  a  cash  benefit.  Although  there  is 
reasonable  likelihood  that  the  number  of  beneficial ies  aged  65  and  over 
will  tend  to  increase  over  the  next  75  years  when  measured  relative  to 
covered  population  (so  that  a  period  of  this  length  is  both  necessary 
and  desirable  for  studying  the  cost  of  the  cash  benefits  under  the  old- 
age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  program),  it  is  far  more  dif- 
ficult to  make  reasonable  assumptions  as  to  the  long-range  trends  of 
medical  care  costs  and  practices.  For  this  reason,  cost  estimates  for  the 
hospital  insurance  program  have  been  projected  for  only  25  years  into 
the  future,  rather  than  75  years  as  in  the  cost  estimates  for  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system. 

In  a  new  program  such  as  hospital  insurance,  it  seems  desirable 
that  the  program  should  be  completely  in  actuarial  balance.  In  order  to 
accomplish  this  result,  the  contribution  schedule  has  been  revised 
to  meet  this  requirement,  according  to  the  underlying  cost  estimates. 

D.  HOSPITALIZATION  DATA  AND  ASSUMPTIONS 

(1)  Past  increases  in  hospital  costs  and  in  earnings 

Table  14  presents  a  summary  comparison  of  the  annual  increases  in 
hospital  costs  and  the  corresponding  increases  in  wages  that  have 
occurred  since  1954  and  up  through  1966. 

The  annual  increases  in  earnings  are  based  on  those  in  covered 
employment  under  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
system  as  indicated  by  first  quarter  taxable  wages,  which  by  and 
large  are  not  affected  by  the  maximum  taxable  earnings  base.  The 
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data  on  increases  in  hospital  costs  are  based  on  a  series  of  average 
daily  expense  per  patient  day  (including  not.  only  room  and  board 
but  also  other  inpatient  charges  and  other  expenditures  ox  hospitals) 
prepared  by  the  American  Hospital  Association. 

TABLE  14— COMPARISON  OF  ANNUAL  INCREASE  IN  HOSPITAL  COSTS  AND  IN  EARNINGS 
(In  percent] 


Increase  over  previous  year 


Year 

Average  wages 

Average  daily 

in  covered 

hospitalization 

employment 1 

costs  2 

1955   

3.8 

6.3 

1956..  

  5. 7 

4.5 

1957  

  5. 5 

7.7 

1958..    

  3.3 

8.6 

1959  

  3. 3 

6.8 

1960  

  4. 3 

6.8 

1961   

   3.1 

8.5 

19S2  

  4.2 

5.3 

1963  

  2.4 

5.6 

Average  for  1954-63  a  

  4. 0 

6.7 

1964  

  3.1 

6.9 

1965   

  i:6 

7.0 

1966  

  4. 4 

8.3 

1  Data  are  for  calendar  years  (based  on  experience  in  first  quarter  of  year). 

2  Data  are  for  fiscal  years  ending  in  September  of  year  shown.  When  the  data  are  adjusted  on  a  calendar-year  basis, 
the  increase  from  1965  to  1966  was  determined  to  be  11.0  percent. 

'  Rate  of  increase  compounded  annually  that  is  equivalent  to  total  relative  increase  from  1954  to  1963. 

The  annual  increases  in  earnings  fluctuated  somewhat  over  the 
10-year  period  up  through  1963,  although  there  were  not  very  large 
deviations  from  the  average  annual  rate  of  4  percent  ;  no  upward  or 
downward  trend  over  the  period  is  discernible.  The  annual  increases 
in  hospital  costs  likewise  fluctuated  from  year  to  year  during  this 
period,  around  the  average  annual  rate  of  6.7  percent. 

During  the  period  1954-63,  hospital  costs  increased  at  a  faster  rate 
than  earnings.  The  differential  between  these  two  rates  of  increase 
fluctuated  widely,  being  as  high  as  somewhat  more  than  5  percent  in 
some  years  and  as  low  as  a  negative  differential  of  about  1  percent  in 
1956  (with  the  next  lowest  differential  being  a  positive  one  of  about  1 
percent  in  1962).  Over  the  entire  10-year  period,  the  differential  of 
the  average  annual  rate  of  increase  in  hospital  costs  over  the  average 
annual  rate  of  increase  in  earnings  was  2.7  percent. 

In  1964-66,  the  increases  in  hospital  costs  as  compared  to  the  in- 
crease in  wages  resulted  in  differentials  that  are  in  excess  of  the  2.7 
percent  applicable  in  1954-63.  The  1967  experience  to  date  shows  a 
slightly  higher  rate  of  increase  in  hospital  costs  than  did  1966. 

In  the  future,  earnings  are  estimated  to  increase  at  a  rate  of  about 
3  percent  per  year.  It  is  much  more  difficult  to  predict  what  the  cor- 
responding increase  in  hospital  costs  will  be. 

(2)  Effect  on  cost  estimates  of  rising  hospital  costs 

A  major  consideration  in  making  cost  estimates  for  hospital  benefits, 
then,  is  how  long  and  to  what  extent  the  tendency  of  hospital  costs  to 
rise  more  rapidly  than  the  general  earnings  level  will  continue  in  the 
future,  and  whether  or  not  it  may,  in  the  long  run,  be  counterbalanced 
by  a  trend  in  the  opposite  direction.  Some  factors  to  consider  are  the 
relatively  low  wages  of  hospital  employees  (which  have  been  rapidly 
"catching  up"  with  the  general  level  of  wages  and  obviously  may  be 
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expected  to  "catch  up"  completely  at  some  future  date,  rather  than 
to  increase  indefinitely  at  a  more  rapid  rate  than  wages  generally)  and 
the  development  of  new  medical  techniques  and  procedures,  with 
resultant  increased  expense. 

In  connection  with  this  factor,  there  are  possible  counterbalancing 
factors.  The  higher  costs  involved  for  more  refined  and  extensive 
treatments  may  be  offset  by  the  development  of  out-of-hospital 
facilities,  shorter  durations  of  hospitalization,  and  less  expense  for 
subsequent  curative  treatments  as  a  result  of  preventive  measures. 
Also,  it  is  possible  that  at  some  time  in  the  future,  the  productivity 
of  hospital  personnel  will  increase  significantly  as  the  result  of  changes 
in  the  organization  of  hospital  services  or  for  other  reasons,  so  that, 
as  in  other  fields  of  economic  activity,  the  general  wage  level  might 
increase  more  rapidly  than  hospitalization  prices  in  the  long  run. 

Perhaps  the  major  consideration  in  making  actuarial  cost  estimates 
for  hospital  benefits  is  that — unlike  the  situation  in  regard  to  cost 
estimates  for  the  monthly  cash  benefits,  where  the  result  is  the  oppo- 
site— an  unfavorable  cost  result  is  shown  when  total  earnings  levels 
rise,  unless  the  provisions  of  the  system  are  kept  up  to  date  (insofar 
as  the  maximum  taxable  earnings  base  is  concerned).  The  reason  for 
this  result  is  that  hospital  costs  rise  at  least  at  the  same  rate  over  the 
long  run  as  the  total  earnings  level,  whereas  the  contribution  income 
rises  less  rapidly  than  the  total  earnings  level,  unless  the  earnings  base 
is  kept  up  to  date. 

For  these  reasons,  the  following  cost  estimates  are  based  on  the 
assumption  that  both  hospital  costs  and  wages  will  increase  in  the 
future  for  the  entire  25-year  period  considered,  while  at  the  same  time 
the  earnings  base  will  not  change  from  the  bases  proposed  in  each  of 
the  versions  of  the  bill.  The  fact  that,  under  both  present  law  and 
the  bill,  the  cost-sharing  provisions  (the  initial  hospital  deductible  and 
coinsurance  features)  are  on  a  dynamic  basis,  which  automatically 
varies  after  1968  in  accordance  with  changes  in  hospital  costs,  results 
in  lower  estimated  costs  than  if  these  provisions  were  on  a  static, 
unchanging  basis. 

(3)  Assumptions  as  to  relative  trends  of  hospital  costs  and  earnings 
underlying  cost  estimates 
As  indicated  previously,  the  financing  basis  of  the  hospital  insurance 
program  should  be  developed  on  a  conservative  basis.  For  the  reasons 
brought  out,  the  cost  estimates  should  not  be  developed  on  a  level- 
earnings  basis,  but  rather  they  should  assume  dynamic  conditions 
as  to  both  earnings  levels  and  hospitalization  costs.  Accordingly, 
it  seems  appropriate  to  make  cost  projections  for  only  25  years  in 
the  future  and  to  develop  the  financing  necessary  for  only  this  period 
(but  with  a  resulting  trust  fund  balance  at  the  end  of  the  period 
equal  to  about  1  year's  disbursements).  Although  the  trend  of  bene- 
ficiaries aged  65  and  over  relative  to  the  working  population  will 
undoubtedly  move  in  an  upward  direction  after  25  years  from  now, 
it  seems  impossible  to  predict  what  the  trend  of  medical  costs  and  of 
hospital-utilization  and  medical-practice  expezience  will  be  in  the 
distant  future. 

Several  estimates  of  the  short-term  future  trend  of  hospital  costs 
have  been  made  by  experts  in  this  field.  All  of  these  are  well  above  the 
rate  of  5.7  percent  per  year  until  1970  that  was  assumed  in  the  initial 
cost  estimates  for  the  program  made  when  it  was  enacted  in  1965.  The 
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American  Hospital  Association  has  estimated  an  annual  rate  of  in- 
crease of  as  much  as  15  percent  for  the  next  3  to  5  years.  The  Blue 
Cross  Association  has  made  a  corresponding  estimate  of  9  percent  per 
year  in  the  period  up  to  1970. 

Three  sets  of  assumptions  as  to  the  short-term  trend  of  hospital 
costs  have  been  made  for  the  cost  estimates  presented  here.  These  are 
shown  in  table  15.  In  each  case,  the  annual  rates  of  increase  are  as- 
sumed to  merge  with  those  used  in  the  initial  cost  estimates  for  the 
program  for  1971  for  the  low-cost  and  intermediate-cost  assumptions 
and  1973  for  the  high-cost  assumptions — namely,  increases  slightly 
above  the  increases  in  the  earnings  level  from  these  dates  until  about 
1975,  and  then  the  same  increases.  The  low-cost  set  of  assumptions 
yields  about  the  same  result  as  the  Blue  Cross  prediction,  while  the 
high-cost  set  corresponds  to  the  highest  American  Hospital  Associa- 
tion prediction.  The  intermediate-cost  set  is  used  to  develop  the 
financing  provisions  of  the  bill. 

TABLE  15. — ASSUMPTIONS  AS  TO  FUTURE  RATES  OF  INCREASE  IN  HOSPITAL  COSTS 
[In  percent] 


Calendar  year  Low  cost  Intermediate  cost  High  cost 


1967      12.0  15.0  15.0 

1968   10.0  15.0  15.0 

1969___      8.0  10.0  15.0 

1970      6.0  6.0  15.0 

1971     5.2  5.2  15.0 

1972     4.6  4.6  10.0 

1973-   4.1  4.1  4.1 

1974....   3.6  3.6  3.6 

1975  and  after     3.0  3.0  3.0 


(4)  Assumptions  as  to  hospital  utilization  rates  underlying  cost  estimates 
The  hospital  utilization  assumptions  for  the  cost  estimates  in  this 

report  are  founded  on  the  hypothesis  that  current  practices  in  this 
field  will  not  change  relatively  more  in  the  future  than  past  experience 
has  indicated.  In  other  words,  no  account  is  taken  of  the  possibility 
that  there  will  be  a  drastic  change  in  philosophy  as  to  the  best  med- 
ical practices,  so  as,  for  example,  to  utilize  in-hospital  care  to  a  much 
greater  extent  than  is  now  the  case. 

The  hospital  utilization  rates  used  for  the  cost  estimates  are  the 
same  as  those  used  in  the  initial  cost  estimates  for  the  program. 
Analysis  of  the  actual  experience  for  the  first  6  months  of  operation 
(the  last  half  of  1966)  seems  to  indicate  that  it  is  close  to  the  original 
assumptions,  although  somewhat  higher. 

(5)  Assumptions  as  to  hospital  per  diem  rates  underlying  cost  estimates 
The  average  daily  cost  of  hospitalization  that  is  used  in  these  cost 

estimates  is  computed  on  the  same  basis  as  the  corresponding  figures 
in  the  initial  cost  estimates  that  were  prepared  when  the  legislation 
was  enacted  in  1965.  Specifically,  an  average  of  about  $38.50  per  day 
was  used  for  the  reimbursement  principles  under  present  law  for  1966 
and  was  projected  for  future  years  in  the  manner  described  previously. 
Analysis  of  the  experience  for  1966,  for  which  complete  data  are  not 
yet  available,  indicates  that  this  assumption  was  close  to  what  actually 
occurred,  although  possibly  somewhat  higher. 
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(6)  Assumptions  as  to  extended  care  facility  benefits  underlying  cost 
estimates 

The  limited  experience  that  is  available  to  date  in  regard  to  the  ex- 
tended care  facility  benefits  indicates  that  their  cost  will  be  consider- 
ably in  excess  of  the  initial  estimates.  It  now  appears  that  these  benefits 
will  amount  to  about  $250  to  $300  million  in  the  first  year  of  operation 
(calendar  year  1967)  as  against  the  estimate  of  $25  to  $50  million.  The 
apparent  major  reason  for  this  difference  is  the  much  larger  number 
of  facilities  that  qualified  than  had  been  expected  according  to  the 
estimate.  It  should  also  be  recognized  that  the  original  estimate  was 
made  on  the  basis  of  relatively  little  data,  since  this  type  of  benefit 
had  not  been  widely  provided  previously. 

Accordingly,  the  cost  estimates  have  been  modified  by  increasing 
the  estimated  benefit  outgo  in  1967,  as  presented  in  previous  cost  esti- 
mates, by  $250  million  with  respect  to  insured  persons  (and  a  pro- 
portionate amount  for  noninsured  persons).  This  figure  is  increased 
each  future  year  up  through  1975  by  the  assumed  increases  in  hos- 
pitalization costs.  After  1975,  the  same  assumption  as  to  hospitaliza- 
tion-cost  increases  is  continued,  but  the  resulting  figure  is  gradually 
scaled  down  until  it  is  taken  as  zero  for  1990  (since  the  estimate  for 
that  year  already  includes  the  ultimate  costs  for  extended  care  facility 
benefits).  Appropriate  corresponding  assumptions  are  made  for  the 
noninsured  group,  taking  into  account  its  decreasing  size  (as  well  as 
its  greater  relative  use  of  the  extended  care  facility  benefits) . 

E.  RESULTS  OF  COST  ESTIMATES 

(1)  Level-costs  of  hospital  and  related  benefits 

Table  16  shows  the  level-cost  of  the  hospital  and  related  benefits 
under  the  three  versions  of  the  bill  as  a  percentage  of  taxable  payroll. 
These  figures  are  based  on  the  assumptions  that  the  earnings  base  as 
incorporated  in  the  particular  bill  will  not  change  in  the  future  and 
that  both  hospitalization  costs  and  general  earnings  will  continue  to 
rise  during  the  entire  25-year  period  considered  in  the  cost  estimates. 
Also  shown  in  table  16  are  the  level-equivalents  of  the  contribution 
schedules  and  the  net  actuarial  balances  of  the  system. 

TABLE  16.    LEVEL-COST  ANALYSIS  FOR  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND,  UNDER  VARIOUS  VERSIONS  OF  BILL 


Level-cost  of      Level-equiva-  Actuarial 
Bill  benefits1         lent  of  con-  balance 

tributions 


Present  law,  original  estimate   

  1.23 

1.23 

0.  00 

Present  law,  revised  estimate    

  1. 54 

1.23 

-.31 

House  bill  

  1. 41 

1.41 

.00 

Senate  Finance  Committee  bill_  

   1.23 

1.34 

+.11 

Senate  bill  

  1.30 

1.34 

+.  04 

1  Including  administrative  expenses. 


It  should  be  recognized  that  the  vast  majority  of  the  level-cost  of 
the  benefit  payments  relates  to  inpatient  hospital  benefits.  Most  of 
the  remaining  cost  is  attributable  to  extended  care  facility  benefits, 
with  home  health  service  benefits  representing  only  a  small  portion. 
Currently,  inpatient  hospital  benefits  account  for  about  90  percent  of 
total  benefit  outgo.  In  later  years,  it  seems  quite  possible  that  there 
will  be  much  greater  use  of  posthospital  extended  care  services  and 
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posthospital  home  health  services  (particularly  the  former),  thus 
tending  to  reduce  the  use  of  hospitals  and,  therefore,  the  cost  of  the 
inpatient  hospital  benefits. 

The  estimated  level-cost  of  the  system  is  reduced  by  0.01  percent  of 
taxable  payroll  as  a  result  of  transferring  the  outpatient  diagnostic 
benefits  to  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  system.  The  other 
changes  in  the  benefit  provisions  of  this  program  would  not  have  any 
significant  effect  on  the  long-range  costs.  The  cost  of  providing  further 
days  of  hospital  benefits  beyond  90  days  in  a  spell  of  illness — as  is  done 
in  one  form  or  another  in  all  three  versions  of  the  bill — is  relatively 
small.  On  the  other  hand,  the  modified  reimbursement  basis  in  the 
Senate  bill  has  a  significant  cost.  Table  17  summarizes  these  changes 
in  the  cost  of  the  program  and  also  gives  data  as  to  the  value  of  the 
contribution  schedules  and  the  resulting  actuarial  balances. 

TABLE  17. — CHANGES  IN  ACTUARIAL  BALANCE  OF  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  SYSTEM,  EXPRESSED  IN  TERMS  OF 
ESTIMATED  LEVEL-COST  AS  PERCENT  OF  TAXABLE  PAYROLL,  BY  TYPE  OF  CHANGE,  INTERMEDIATE-COST 
ESTIMATE,  PRESENT  LAW  AND  BILL,  BASED  ON  3.75  PERCENT  INTEREST 

[In  percent] 


Senate 

Item  House  Finance  Senate 

bill  Committee  bill 

bill 


Actuarial  balance  of  present  system.  

Increase  in  taxable  earnings  base  

Revised  contribution  schedule    

Transfer  of  outpatient  diagnostic  benefits  to  SML 

Further  hospital  benefits  beyond  90  days  

Modified  reimbursement  basis    

Total  effect  of  changes  in  bill   

Actuarial  balance  under  bill.   


-0.31 

-0.31 

-0.31 

+.12 

+.31 

+.31 

+.18 

+.11 

+.11 

+.  01 

+.01 

+  01 

« 

-.  01 

-.01 

CO 

-.07 

+  31 

+.42 

+.35 

.00 

+.11 

+.04 

i  Less  than  0.005  percent. 

-  Not  contained  in  this  version  of  bill. 


The  estimated  level-cost  of  the  system  is  increased  by  0.07  percent 
of  taxable  payroll  as  a  result  of  the  new  optional  reimbursement  basis 
for  hospitals  and  extended  care  facilities,  which  woidd  permit  the  use 
of  average  per  diem  costs  for  persons  of  all  ages  (rather  than  being  on 
the  basis  of  actual  costs  for  beneficiaries  aged  65  and  over).  The 
legislative  history  seemed  to  indicate  that,  when  this  new  basis  is 
used,  the  present  2-percent  factor  for  otherwise  unrecognized  costs 
(1^2  percent  for  proprietary  institutions)  would  be  discontinued.  If 
this  is  not  the  case,  then  the  increase  in  the  level-cost  for  this  change  is 
estimated  at  0.10  percent  of  taxable  payroll,  and  the  actuarial  balance 
for  the  Senate  bill  (shown  in  table  17)  would  be  +.01  percent  instead 
of  +.04  percent. 

As  indicated  previously,  one  of  the  most  important  assumptions  in 
the  cost  estimates  presented  herein  is  that  the  earnings  base  is  as- 
sumed to  remain  unchanged  after  it  has  been  increased  as  provided 
by  the  particular  version  of  the  bill,  even  though  for  the  remainder  of 
the  period  considered  (up  to  1990)  the  general  earnings  level  is  assumed 
to  rise  at  a  rate  of  3  percent  annually.  If  the  earnings  base  does  rise  in 
the  future  to  keep  up  to  date  with  the  general  earnings  level,  then  the 
contribution  rates  required  would  be  lower  than  those  scheduled  in  the 
particular  bill  under  consideration.  In  fact,  if  this  were  to  occur,  the 
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steps  in  the  contribution  schedule  beyond  the  combined  employer- 
employee  rate  of  1.2  percent  would  not  be  needed. 

The  cost  for  the  persons  who  are  blanketed  in  for  the  hospital  and 
related  benefits  is  met  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  (with 
the  financial  transactions  involved  passing  through  the  hospital  in- 
surance trust  fund).  The  costs  so  involved,  along  with  the  financial 
transactions,  are  not  included  in  the  preceding  cost  analysis  or  in  the 
following  discussions  of  the  progress  of  the  hospital  insurance  trust 
fund.  A  later  portion  of  this  section,  however,  discusses  these  costs 
for  the  blanketed-in  group. 

(2)  Future  operations  of  hospital  insurance  trust  fund 

Table  18  shows  the  estimated  operation  of  the  hospital  insurance 
trust  fund  under  the  three  versions  of  the  bill  and  under  present  law 
under  the  intermediate-cost  estimate. 

Under  the  estimate  for  present  law,  the  hospital  insurance  trust 
fund  reaches  a  peak  of  $1.3  billion  in  1967;  then,  it  decreases,  being 
exhausted  in  1970.  This  trend  results  from  the  assumption  that 
hospital  costs  are  now  hypothesized  to  rise  much  more  rapidly  than 
in  the  initial  cost  estimates  for  the  program  that  were  made  in  1965, 
which  showed  the  system  to  be  in  exact  actuarial  balance. 

Under  each  of  the  three  versions  of  the  bill,  the  balance  in  the  trust 
fund  increases  steadily  in  the  future.  In  1990,  under  the  House  bill, 
the  balance  in  the  fund  represents  the  disbursements  for  1.0  years  at 
that  time;  the  corresponding  figures  for  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
bill  and  the  Senate  bill  are  3.3  years  and  1.8  years,  respectively. 

F.  COST  ESTIMATE  FOR  HOSPrTAL  BENEFITS  FOR  NON INSURED  PERSONS 
PAID  FROM  GENERAL  FUNDS 

Hospital  and  related  benefits  are  provided  not  only  for  beneficiaries 
of  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  and  the 
railroad  retirement  system,  but  also  for  almost  all  other  persons  aged 
65  and  over  in  1966  (and  for  many  of  those  attaining  this  age  in  the 
next  few  years)  who  are  not  insured  under  either  of  these  two  social 
insurance  systems.  Such  benefit  protection  is  provided  to  any  person 
aged  65  before  1967  who  is  not  eligible  as  an  old-age,  survivors,  and 
disability  insurance  or  railroad  retirement  beneficiary,  except  for  cer- 
tain active  and  retired  Federal  employees  who  are  eligible  (or  had 
the  opportunity  of  being  eligible)  for  similar  protection  under  the 
Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959  and  except  for  certain 
short-residence  aliens. 

Under  present  law,  persons  meeting  such  conditions  who  attain  age 
65  before  1968  also  qualify  for  the  hospital  benefits,  while  those  attain- 
ing age  65  after  1967  must  have  some  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  or  railroad  retirement  coverage  to  qualify — namely,  3  quar- 
ters of  coverage  (which  can  be  acquired  at  any  time  after  1936)  for 
each  year  elapsing  after  1965  and  before  the  year  of  attainment  of 
age  65  (e.g.,  6  quarters  of  coverage  for  attainment  of  age  65  in  1968, 
9  quarters  for  1969,  etc.)  This  transitional  provision  "washes  out" 
under  present  law  for  men  attaining  age  65  in  1974  and  for  women 
attaining  age  65  in  1972,  since  the  fully  insured  status  requirement  for 
monthly  benefits  for  such  categories  is  then  no  greater  than  the  special- 
insured  status  requirement. 
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TABLE  18. — ESTIMATED  PROGRESS  OF  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND,  INTERMEDIATE-COST  ESTIMATE 

[In  millions] 


Contributions 

Benefit  payments 

Administrative      Interest  on 

Balance  in  fund 

expenses 

fund 

at  end  of  year 

Actual  data 

1966-  

$1,911 

$767 

i  $57 

$34 

$1,121 

Estimated  data,  Senate  bill 

1967   

$2, 943 

$2,683 

$94 

$45 

$1,332 

1968...  

4,051 

3,308 

112 

63 

2, 026 

1969..  

4, 396 

3,874 

128 

86 

2,506 

1970  

4,604 

4,243 

140 

100 

2,827 

1971...  

4, 790 

4,573 

151 

107 

3,000 

1972 

5  263 

4,904 

162 

114 

3  311 

1973    

5,993 

5,233 

173 

132 

4, 030 

1974...  

6, 245 

5,  559 

184 

156 

4,688 

1975.. _  

6, 497 

5, 884 

194 

176 

5, 283 

1980   

9,009 

7,397 

244 

288 

8,939 

1985   

10, 458 

9, 262 

306 

586 

16,635 

1990   

11,968 

11,559 

382 

801 

22,021 

Estimated  data,  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill 

1967  

$2, 943 

$2,683 

$94 

$45 

$1,332 

1968  

4,051 

3,208 

112 

68 

2,129 

1969  

4, 396 

3,655 

128 

103 

2,839 

1970   

4,604 

4, 003 

140 

129 

3,422 

1971..  

4, 790 

4,314 

151 

148 

3,888 

1972  

5, 263 

4,626 

162 

167 

4,  523 

1973   

5,993 

4, 937 

173 

189 

5,  598 

1974   

6, 245 

5,244 

184 

207 

6, 644 

1975   

6,497 

5,  551 

194 

221 

7,660 

1980    

9,009 

6,978 

244 

400 

13,957 

1985  

10, 458 

8,738 

306 

684 

25, 404 

1990   

11,968 

10,905 

382 

998 

36, 026 

Estimated  data,  House  bill 


1967  

$2, 943 

$2,683 

$94 

$45 

$1,332 

1968....  

3,332 

3,190 

112 

48 

1,413 

1969....  

4,120 

3,636 

127 

56 

1,823 

1970   

4,348 

3, 982 

139 

69 

2,119 

1971   

4,518 

4, 292 

150 

76 

2,271 

1972  

4, 680 

4,602 

161 

76 

2,263 

1973  

5,216 

4,912 

172 

78 

2,474 

1974  

5, 442 

5,216 

183 

81 

2,598 

1975  

5,627 

5, 522 

193 

81 

2,591 

1980  

7,982 

6,940 

243 

121 

4,271 

1985  

9,103 

8, 690 

304 

246 

7,376 

1990  

  11,441 

10, 843 

380 

363 

10,693 

Estimated  data,  present  law 


1967    $2,943  $2,683  $94  $45  $1,332 

1968..   3,150  3,208  112  43  1,205 

1969   3,274  3,655  128  26  722 

1970    3,394  4,003  140  (2)  (2) 

1971....   3,516  4,314  151  (?)  (?) 

1972...    3,637  4,626  162  (?)  (2) 

1973..    4,100  4,937  173  (2)  (2) 

1974   4,270  5,244  184  C-)  (2) 

1975....   4,405  5,551  194  (?)  (2) 

1980.   6,379  6,978  244  (2)  (=) 

1985     7,231  8,738  306  (-1)  (2) 

1990    9,172  10,905  382  O  (2) 


1  Including  administrative  expenses  incurred  in  1965. 

2  Fund  exhausted  in  1970. 

Note:  The  transactions  relating  to  the  noninsured  persons,  the  costs  for  whom  is  borne  out  of  the  general  funds  of  the 
Treasury,  are  not  included  in  the  above  figures.  The  actual  disbursements  in  1966,  and  the  balance  in  the  trust  fund  by  the 
end  of  the  year,  have  been  adjusted  by  an  estimated  $174,000,000  on  this  account. 
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Under  each  of  the  three  versions  of  the  bill,  these  requirements  for 
noninsured  persons  would  be  liberalized.  Such  persons  attaining  age  65 
in  1968  would  need  only  3  quarters  of  coverage,  1969  attainments 
would  need  only  6  quarters  of  coverage,  etc.  The  "wash  out"  points 
would  be  for  men  attaining  age  65  in  1975  and  women  attaining  age  65 
in  1974.  This  change  would  make  an  additional  5,000  persons  who 
attain  age  65  in  1968  eligible  for  hospital  benefits. 

The  benefits  for  the  noninsured  group  would  be  paid  from  the  hos- 
pital insurance  trust  fund,  but  with  simultaneous  reimbursement  there- 
for from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  on  a  current  basis,  or  if  not 
simultaneous,  with  appropriate  interest  adjustment. 

The  estimated  cost  to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  for  the  hos- 
pital and  related  benefits  for  the  noninsured  group  (including  the 
applicable  additional  administrative  expenses)  is  as  follows  for  the 
first  5  calendar  years  of  operation  (in  millions) : 


Senate 

Calendar  year 

Present 

House 

Finance 

Senate 

law 

bill 

Committee 
bill 

bill 

19661  

  $174 

$174 

$174 

$174 

1967  

  439 

439 

439 

439 

1968,...  

  468 

465 

468 

482 

1969....  

  474 

471 

474 

501 

1970   

  462 

459 

462 

489 

1971  

434 

432 

434 

459 

1972....  

  405 

403 

405 

428 

1  Data  are  for  last  6  months  of  year  (estimate  based  on  actual  experience). 


The  estimated  cost  to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  decreases  slowly 
after  1969  for  the  closed  group  involved.  Offsetting,  in  large  part,  the 
decline  in  the  number  of  eligibles  blanketed-in  are  the  increasing  hos- 
pital utilization  per  capita  as  the  average  age  of  the  group  rises  and 
the  increasing  hospital  costs  in  future  years.  It  may  be  noted  that  the 
cost  is  estimated  to  be  about  the  same  under  each  of  the  three  versions 
of  the  bill  as  under  present  law,  because  the  cost  effect  of  the  changes 
made  by  the  bill  is  relatively  negligible  (see  the  previous  discussion) . 

III.  Actuarial  Cost  Estimates  for  Combined  Old-Age,  Survivors, 
Disability,  axd  Hospital  Ixsuraxce  System  for  1968  and  1969 

This  section  compares  the  benefit  outgo  and  the  contribution  in- 
come in  1968  and  1969,  under  the  three  versions  of  the  bill  and  under 
present  law  for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
system  and  the  hospital  insurance  system  combined.  Such  a  com- 
bination is  meaningful  since  each  of  these  two  systems  is  financed 
by  payroll  taxes  (unlike  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  sys- 
tem;. The  hospital  insurance  benefit  outgo  for  noninsured  persons  is 
not  included,  because  it  is  reimbursed  on  a  current  basis  by  the  gen- 
eral fund  of  the  Treasury. 
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The  pertinent  data  are  as  follows : 


|l n  billions] 


Contribution 

Excess  of 

Basis 

income 

Benefit  outgo 

contributions 

over  benefits 

Calendar  year  1968: 

Present  law..   .   

  $29.6 

$25.5 

$4.1 

House  bill: 

If  effective  for  all  12  months     

  30. 8 

28.7 

2.1 

If  effective  for  last  9  months  only  1  

  30. 8 

27.9 

2.9 

Senate  Finance  Committee  bill  

  31.2 

29.0 

2.2 

Senate  bill   __   

  31.2 

29.9 

1.3 

Calendar  year  1969: 

Present  law     

  33. 7 

26.9 

6.8 

House  bill  .  ..    

  34.9 

30.3 

4.6 

Senate  Finance  Committee  bill  

  36. 3 

32.7 

3.6 

Senate  bill    

  36. 3 

34.0 

2.3 

1  So  that  benefit  increase  would  be  effective  for  March  (as  in  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill  and  Senate  bill). 


IV.  Actuarial  Cost  Estimates  for  the  Supplementary 
Medical  Insurance  System 

a.  introduction 

This  portion  of  this  report  presents  the  actuarial  cost  estimates  for 
the  voluntary  supplementary  medical  insurance  program  as  it  would 
be  modified  by  each  of  the  three  versions  of  the  bill. 

Frc  m  a  cost  standpoint,  the  only  significant  changes  that  were  made 
in  the  House  bill  were  as  follows: 

(1)  The  transfer  of  the  outpatient  diagnostic  benefits  from  the 
hospital  insurance  program  to  this  program  (except  for  the  pro- 
fessional component  thereof,  which  has  always  been  included 
in  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program). 

(2)  Making  the  deductible  and  coinsurance  provisions  inappli- 
cable to  the  professional  component  of  pathology  and  radiology 
services  furnished  to  inpatients  in  hospitals. 

The  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill  added  the  following  provisions 
that  are  significant  from  a  cost  standpoint: 

(1)  Covering  the  services  of  chiropractors. 

(2)  Extending  the  coverage  of  physical  therapy  benefits  fur- 
nished outside  of  hospitals. 

The  Senate  bill  added  one  provision  that  would  have  a  small  cost 
effect,  as  follows: 

(1)  Covering  the  services  of  clinical  psychologists  (even  though 
without  referral  of  a  physician  and  not  billed  through  a  physician — ■ 
the  latter  services  being  now  covered) . 

B.  SUMMARY  OF  ACTUARIAL  COST  ESTIMATES 

Each  of  the  three  versions  of  the  bill  have  expanded  somewhat  the 
protection  provided  by  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program. 
The  increase  in  cost  for  these  changes,  which  would  be  effective  after 
March  1968,  will  be  recognized  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  in  his  determination  of  the  standard  premium  rate 
for  the  period  after  March  1968.  Under  the  House  bill,  the  future 
period  to  which  the  new  rate  would  be  applicable  would  be  April 
1968  through  December  1969.  Under  the  Senate  bill  (as  also  under 
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the  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill),  the  new  rate  would  be  for  April 
196S  through  June  1969,  which  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
present  law,  as  modified  by  the  bill,  will  be  promulgated  before  Jan- 
uary 1,  1968,  along  with  a  statement  of  the  actuarial  assumptions 
and  bases  underlying  the  determined  premium  rate. 

C.   FIXAXCIXG  POLICY 

(1)  Selj'-supporting  nature  of  system 

Coverage  under  supplementary  medical  insurance  can  be  voluntarily 
elected,  on  an  individual  basis,  by  virtually  all  persons  aged  65  and 
over  in  the  United  States.  This  program  is  intended  to  be  completely 
self-supporting  from  the  premiums  of  enrolled  individuals  and  from 
the  equal-matching  contributions  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treas- 
ury. For  the  initial  period,  July  1966  through  March  1968,  the  premium 
rate  is  established  at  $3  per  month,  so  that  the  total  income  of  the 
system  per  participant  per  month  is  $6.  Persons  who  do  not  elect  to 
come  into  the  system  at  as  early  a  time  as  possible  will  general!}'  have  to 
pay  an  additional  charge  on  enrollment,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
committee-approved  bill.  The  standard  monthly  premium  rate  can 
be  adjusted  for  periods  after  March  1968  so  as  to  reflect  the  expected 
experience,  including  an  allowance  for  a  margin  lor  contingencies. 
All  financial  operations  for  this  program  are  handled  through  a 
separate  fund,  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  trust  fund. 

Under  the  present  law  and  under  the  House  bill,  the  standard 
premium  rate  (for  persons  enrolling  in  the  earliest  possible  enrollment 
period)  is  generally  to  be  established  for  2-}-ear  periods  in  the  future — 
namely,  for  April  1968  through  December  1969  and  then  for  each 
following  2-calendar-vear  period.  Under  the  Senate  bill,  this  basis 
would  be  changed  to  an  annual  one  on  a  permanent  basis — namely, 
for  April  1968  through  June  1969  and  then  for  12-month  periods  begin- 
ning with  Jury  1969  and  each  July  thereafter.  Thus,  the  premium 
periods  will  not  correspond  with  the  benefit  periods,  which  are  on  a 
calendar-year  basis.  This  will  make  the  actuarial  analysis  underlying 
the  promulgation  of  the  premium  rates  more  difficult.  It  will  probably 
be  necessary  first  to  compute  the  estimated  premium  rates  on  calendar- 
year  bases  and  then  to  prorate  them  for  the  applicable  premium  period. 
For  example,  under  this  procedure,  the  premium  rate  to  be  determined 
for  the  period  July  1969  through  June  1970  would  be  the  average  of  the 
premium  rates  estimated  to  be  suitable  for  calendar  years  1969  and 
1970  (if  the  premium  period  had  been  on  that  calendar-year  basis). 

The  present  law  provides  for  the  establishment  of  an  advance 
appropriation  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  that  will  serve 
as  an  initial  contingency  reserve  in  an  amount  equal  tc  $18  (or  6 
months'  per  capita  contributions  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treas- 
ury) times  the  number  of  individuals  who  were  estimated  to  be  eligible 
for  participation  in  July  1966.  This  amount,  which  is  approximately 
$345  million  (of  which  $100  million  has  actually  been  appropriated), 
has  not  actually  been  transferred  to  the  trust  fund  and  will  not  be 
transferred  unless,  and  until,  some  of  it  would  be  needed.  This  con- 
tingency amount  is  available  only  during  the  first  18  months  of 
operations  (July  1966  through  December  1967),  and  any  amounts 
actually  transferred  to  the  trust  fund  would  be  subject  to  repayment 
to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  (without  interest). 
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Under  each  of  the  three  versions  of  the  bill,  the  availability  of  the 
contingency  reserve  would  be  extended  for  2  years,  through  December 
1969.  It  is  anticipated  that  none  of  the  authorized  and  appropriated 
funds  will  be  needed,  but  the  Congress  believes  that  it  is  desirable  to 
take  this  action  so  that  the  premium  rate  to  be  established  for  periods 
after  March  1968  can  be  set  at  an  intermediate  level,  rather  than  at  a 
level  that  is  certain  to  be  adequate  even  if  experience  follows  the  high 
estimates.  It  may  be  noted  that  it  has  not  yet  been  possible  to  make  a 
full  analysis,  on  an  accrual  basis,  of  the  actual  experience  for  the  first 
year  of  operation  (July  1966  through  June  1967),  so  as  to  determine 
whether  aud  to  what  extent  a  contingency  reserve  has  been  built  up. 
In  the  event  that  the  operations  in  the  21-month  period  when  the  initial 
$3  premium  rate  is  effective  show  a  deficit  on  an  accrual  basis,  this 
should  be  made  up  from  the  inclusion  of  a  small  amount  in  the  pre- 
mium rates  in  the  next  few  years.  It  should  be  observed  that  the  system 
may  well  have  a  considerable  trust-fund  balance  on  a  cash  basis — 
due  to  the  lag  in  presenting  and  adjudicating  claims — even  though 
it  may  have  a  deficit  on  an  accrual  basis. 

In  any  event,  the  Congress  believes  that  there  should  be  no  need 
for  any  further  extension  of  this  contingency-reserve  provision  after 
1969.  By  then,  either  sufficient  contingency  funds  should  be  built 
up  by  the  existing  financing  provisions,  or  else  this  will  be  able  to  be 
accomplished  from  the  future  premium  rates  being  set  at  a  proper 
level,  based  on  adequate  experience  which  will  be  available  by  that 
time. 

{2)  Actuarial  soundness  of  system 

The  concept  of  actuarial  soundness  for  the  supplementary  medical 
insurance  system  is  somewhat  different  than  that  for  the  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system  and  for  the  hospital  insurance 
system.  In  essence,  the  first-mentioned  system  is  on  a  "current  cost" 
financing  basis,  rather  than  on  a  "long-range  cost"  financing  basis.  The 
situations  are  essentially  different  because  the  financial  support  of  the 
supplementary  medical  insurance  system  comes  from  a  premium  rate 
that  is  subject  to  change  from  time  to  time,  in  accordance  with  the 
experience  actually  developing  and  with  the  experience  anticipated  in 
the  near  future.  The  actuarial  soundness  of  the  supplementary  medical 
insurance  program,  therefore,  depends  only  upon  the  "short-term" 
premium  rates  being  adequate  to  meet,  on  an  accrual  basis,  the  benefit 
payments  and  administrative  expenses  over  the  period  for  which  they 
are  established  (including  the  accumulation  and  maintenance  of  a 
contingency  fund). 
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D.  RESULTS  OF  COST  ESTIMATES 

The  bill  makes  a  number  of  changes  in  the  benefit  provisions  of  the 
supplementary  medical  insurance  program,  some  of  which  expand  the 
scope  of  the  program,  whereas  several  limit  it  slightly.  The  only  changes 
which  have  a  significant  cost  effect  are  as  follows,  along  with  the  cost 
per  participant  per  month  relative  to  the  current  $6  monthly  premium 
rate  (for  the  participant  and  the  Government  combined) : 


Item 

Changes  made  by  House  bill:  Cost 

Nonprofessional  component  of  outpatient  diagnostic  services   $0.  12 

Elimination  of  cost-sharing  for  inpatient  pathology  and  radiology   .  20 


Total,  House  bill   .  32 


Additional  changes  made  by  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill: 

Chiropractor  services   .  20 

Extending  coverage  of  physical-therapy  services  benefits   .  05 


Total,  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill   .  57 


The  cost  of  covering  the  services  of  clinical  psychologists  (even 
though  without  referral  of  a  physician  and  not  billed  through  a 
physician) — as  added  by  the  Senate  bill — is  estimated  at  $0.01  per 
month  per  capita  or  less  (taking  into  account  that  the  same  special 
cost-sharing  and  maximum-benefit  provisions  would  be  applicable  as 
relate  to  services  of  psychiatrists) .  The  cost  of  covering  certain  limited 
services  furnished  by  podiatrists  (as  provided  under  all  three  versions 
of  the  bill)  and  by  optometrists  (as  provided  under  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee  and  Senate  versions)  would  similarly  be  very  small. 

The  total  cost  of  $0.57  per  month  per  capita  relative  to  the  current 
$6  monthly  premium  rate  will  probably  be  increased  to  about  $0.71 
when  the  likely  increase  in  the  standard  premium  rate  for  the  period 
after  March  1968  is  taken  into  account.  This  total  cost  of  $0.71  per 
month  per  capita  is  equivalent  to  an  annual  cost  of  $153  million  with 
respect  to  18  million  participants  (half  of  which  cost  comes  from  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury) . 
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House  of  Representatives 


agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  there- 
on, and  appoints  Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana, 
Mr.  Smathers,  Mr.  Anderson,  Mr.  Gore, 
Mr.  Talmadge,  Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware, 
Mr.  Carlson,  and  Mr.  Curtis  to  be  the 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


MESSAGE  PROM  THE  SENATE 


The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  with  amendments  in 
which  the  concurrence  of  the  House  is 
requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the  fol- 
lowing title: 

H.R.  12080.  An  act  to  amend  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  provide  an  increase  in  bene- 
fits under  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disa- 
bility insurance  system,  to  provide  benefits 
for  additional  categories  of  Individuals,  to 
Improve  the  public  assistance  program  and 
programs  relating  to  the  welfare  and  health 
of  children,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  upon  its  amendments  to 
the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  entitled  "An  act  to 
amend  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide 
an  increase  in  benefits  under  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  sys- 
tem, to  provide  benefits  for  additional 
categories  of  individuals,  to  improve  the 
public  assistance  program  and  programs 
relating  to  the  welfare  and  health  of  chil- 
dren, and  for  other  purposes,"  requests 
a  conference  with  the  House  on  the  dis- 
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Mills,  King  of  California,  Boggs,  Kars- 
ten,  Herlong,  Byrnes  of  Wisconsin, 
Curtis,  Utt,  and  Betts. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
H.R.  12080,  SOCIAL  SECURITY 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker's 
table  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an  in- 
crease in  benefits  under  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  sys- 
tem, to  provide  benefits  for  additional 
categories  of  individuals,  to  improve  the 
public  assistance  program  and  programs 
relating  to  the  welfare  and  health  of 
children,  and  for  other  purposes,  with 
Senate  amendments  thereto,  disagree  to 
the  Senate  amendments  and  agree  to 
the  conference  requested  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
appoints  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
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MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 


The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  disagreed  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to 
amend  the  Social  Security  Act  to  pro- 
vide an  increase  in  benefits  under  the 
old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insur- 
ance system,  to  provide  benefits  for  addi- 
tional categories  of  individuals,  to  im- 
prove the  public  assistance  program  and 
programs  relating  to  the  welfare  and 
health  of  children,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; agreed  to  the  conference  asked 
by  the  Senate  on  the  disagreeinng  votes 
of  the  two  House  thereon,  and  that  Mr. 
Mills,  Mr.  King  of  California,  Mr. 
Boggs,  Mr.  Karsten,  Mr.  Herlong,  Mr. 
Byrnes  of  Wisconsin,  Mr.  Cttrtis,  Mr. 
Utt,  and  Mr.  Betts  were  appointed 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference. 
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H.R.  12080 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 


BRIEF  DESCRIPTION  OF  SENATE 
AMENDMENTS 


PREPARED  FOR  THE  USE  OF  THE 
CONFEREES 


Printed  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance  and 
the  House  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 


DECEMBER  5,  1967 


SENATE  AMENDMENTS  TO  H.  R.  12080 


Bill  Amend- 

page        meiit  Description 
No. 

5  (1)       New  table  of  contents. 


TITLE  I— O  LD-AGE,  SURVIVORS 
DISABILITY,  ANDHEALTH 
INSURANCE 


INCREASE  IN  BENEFITS 


11  (2)       Committee  amendment — Increases  social  se- 

curity benefits  by  15  percent  with  minimum 
primary  insurance  amount  of  $70.   House  bill 
provided  12%-percent  increase  with  minimum 
primary  insurance  amount  of  $50. 
16-19  (3-5  and       Committee   amendment — Effective   date  for 
7-15)      benefit  increase.  Under  Senate  amendment  bene- 
fit increase  would  be  effective  for  March  1968. 
House  bill  would  make  it  effective  for  second 
month  after  month  of  enactment. 
17  (6)       Conforming  with  amendment  No.  2. 


SPECIAL  BENEFITS  FOR  PERSONS  AGE  72  AND  OVER 


20  (16,  18-       Committee  amendment — Increases  special  ben- 
20,  and    efits  payable  to  uninsured  people  who  attained 

23)  age  72  prior  to  1968  from  $35  a  month  to  $50  for 
an  individual.  House  bill  would  have  increased 
this  amount  to  $40. 

20-21    (17,21-       Committee  amendment — Increases  special  ben- 
22,  and    efits  payable  to  uninsured  people  who  attained 

24)  age  72  prior  to  1968  from  $17.50  a  month  to  $25 
for  a  spouse.  House  bill  would  have  increased 
this  amount  to  $20. 

21  (25)       Committee  amendment — Increase  in  special 

benefits  for  uninsured  would  be  effective  for 
March  1968.  House  bill  would  have  been  effective 
for  second  month  after  month  of  enactment. 


MAXIMUM  AMOUNT  OF  SPOUSE'S  BENEFIT 

22  (26)  Conforming  amendment — Effective  date  for 
limitation  on  maximum  amount  of  husband's  or 
wife's  benefits,  conforming  with  amendment  No.  3. 


(l) 
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Bill  Amend- 

page        ment  Description 


No. 


DISABLED  WIDOWS 


22  (27)  Committee  amendment — Provides  full-rate 
(82^  percent  of  the  deceased  spouse's  primary 
insurance  amount)  benefits  to  disabled  widows 
and  widowers  regardless  of  age.  Benefits  would 
be  first  payable  for  March  1968.  House  bill  pro- 
vided reduced  benefits  (ranging  from  50  to  82% 
percent  of  the  primary  insurance  amount)  start- 
ing at  age  50,  effective  for  second  month  after 
month  of  enactment. 


REDUCED  BENEFITS  AT  AGE  60 


46  (28)  Committee  amendment — Provides  actuarially 
reduced  benefits  for  both  men  and  women  at  age 
60,  with  benefits  first  payable  for  December  1968. 
No  comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 


YOUNG  DISABLED  WORKERS 


54         (29)  Technical — Renumbering. 

54  (30)       Conforming  amendment — Effective  date  for 

change  in  insured  status  for  younger  disabled 
workers,  conforming  with  amendement  No.  3. 

UNIFORMED  SERVICES 

55  (31)       Technical — Renumbering. 

EARNINGS  TEST 

56  (32)  Technical — Renumbering. 

56  (33-35)  Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Bayh — Increases 
from  $1,500  a  year  to  $2,400  the  amount  a  person 
may  earn  and  still  get  full  social  security  benefits. 
The  House  bill  would  have  increased  the  amount 
to  $1,680  a  year. 


WAGE  BASE  INCREASE 


57  (36)  Committee  amendment — Increases  the  amount 
of  earnings  subject  to  social  security  taxes  and 
which  can  be  used  in  benefit  computtaions  from 
$6,600  a  year  to  $8,000  in  1968,  to  $8,800  in 
1969,  and  to  $10,800  in  1972  and  thereafter. 
House  bill  would  have  increased  amount  to 
$7,600  in  1968  and  thereafter. 
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Bill  Amend- 

page        ment  Description 


No. 


TAX  KATE  CHANGES 


66  (37)  Committee  amendment — Provides  new  sched- 
ule of  social  security  taxes.  The  schedules  in 
present  law,  the  House  bill,  and  the  Senate  bill 
are  shown  in  the  following  table: 

TAX  SCHEDULE  UNDER  PRESENT  LAW,  THE  HOUSE  BILL 
AND  THE  SENATE  BILL 


[In  percent] 


OASDI 

HI 

Total 

Period 

Pres- 

House 

Sen- 

Pres- 

House 

Sen- 

Pres- 

House 

Sen- 

ent 

bUl 

ate 

ent 

bill 

ate 

ent 

bill 

ate 

law 

bill 

law 

bill 

law 

bill 

Employer-employee,  eacb 

1968  

3.9 

3.9 

3.8 

0.5 

0.6 

0.6 

4.4 

4.4 

4.4 

1969-70  

4.4 

4.2 

4.2 

.5 

.6 

.6 

4.9 

4.8 

4.8 

1971-72 

4.4 

4.6 

4.6 

.5 

.6 

.6 

4.9 

5.2 

6.2 

1973-75  

4.85 

5.0 

5.0 

.55 

.65 

.65 

5.4 

5.65 

5.65 

1976-79 

4.85 

5.0 

5.05 

.6 

.7 

.65 

5.45 

5.7 

5.7 

1980-86  

4. 86 

5.0 

5.05 

.7 

.8 

.75 

5. 55 

5.8 

5.8 

1987  and 

after  

4.85 

5.0 

5.05 

.8 

.9 

.75 

5.65 

5.9 

5.8 

Self-employed 

1968  

5.9 

5.9 

5.8 

0.5 

0.5 

0.6 

6.4 

6.4 

6.4 

1969-70 

6.6 

6.3 

6.3 

.5 

.6 

.6 

7.1 

6.9 

6.9 

1971-72  

6.6 

6.9 

6.9 

.5 

.6 

.6 

7.1 

7.5 

7.5 

1973-75..,,. 

7.0 

7.0 

7.0 

.55 

.65 

.65 

7. 55 

7. 65 

7.65 

1976-79 

7.0 

7.0 

7.0 

.6 

.7 

.65 

7.6 

7.7 

7.65 

1980-86  

7.0 

7.0 

7.0 

.7 

.8 

.75 

7.7 

7.8 

7.75 

1987  and 

after  

7.0 

7.0 

7.0 

.8 

.9 

.75 

7.8 

7.9 

7.76 

Note. — Maximum  taxable  earnings  base  under  present  law  is  $6,600. 
Maximum  taxable  earnings  base  under  House  bill  is  $7,600,  beginning  in 
1968.  Maximum  taxable  earnings  base  under  Senate  bill  is  $8,000  in  1968, 
$8,800  in  1969-71,  and  $10,800  in  1972  and  after. 


ALLOCATION  TO  DI  TRUST  FUND 

76  (38)       Technical — Renumbering. 

DISABILITY  FREEZE  APPLICATIONS 

77  (39)       Committee  amendment — Extends  the  period  of 

time  in  which  a  person  may  file  an  application 
for  the  disability  freeze  (but  not  for  monthly 
disability  benefits)  if  the  person  was  prevented 
by  a  physical  or  mental  condition  from  filing  an 
application  within  the  period  specified  in  present 
law  or  the  law  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of 
the  1965  amendments.  No  comparable  provision 
in  the  House  bill. 
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Bill  Amend- 

page        ment  Description 


No. 


MARRIED  STUDENT 


79  (40)  Committee  amendment — Provides  that  a 
child's  benefits  shall  not  terminate  (as  they  gen- 
erally do  under  present  law)  when  the  child 
marries  if  the  child  is  a  full-time  student;  in  the 
case  of  a  girl  beneficiary,  the  amendment  would 
apply  only  if  her  husband  is  also  a  full-time 
student.  No  comparable  provision  in  the  House 
bill. 

ADOPTED  CHILDREN 

81  (41)       Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Allott — Provides 

that  a  child  adopted  by  a  person  who  is  getting 
disability  insurance  benefits  can  become  entitled 
to  child's  benefits  if  (a)  the  adoption  takes  place 
in  the  United  States,  (b)  it  was  under  the  super- 
vision of  a  public  or  private  child-placement 
agency,  (c)  the  disabled  individual  had  resided  in 
the  United  States  for  the  year  prior  to  the  adop- 
tion, and  (d)  the  child  is  under  18  at  the  time  of 
the  adoption.  No  comparable  provision  in  the 
House  bill. 

mother's  benefit 

82  ( 42 )       Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Nelson — Provides 

that  a  child  over  age  18  shall  be  considered  to  be 
in  his  mother's  care,  for  purposes  of  paying 
mother's  benefits,  if  the  child  is  a  full-time  stu- 
dent in  an  elementary  or  secondary  school.  No 
comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 


DELAYED  RETIREMENT  STUDY 


82  (43)  Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Allott — Provides 
that  the  Social  Security  Administration  shall 
make  a  study  and  report  to  Congress  on  increas- 
ing old-age  insurance  benefits  on  account  of  de- 
layed retirement.  No  comparable  provision  in 
House  bill. 

COVERAGE  OF  RELIGIOUS 

83-84  (44-46)  Committee  amendment — Retains  provision  of 
present  law  which  excludes  from  coverage  mem- 
bers of  religious  orders  who  have  taken  a  vow  of 
poverty.  House  bill  would  have  provided  a 
method  of  coverage  for  such  members  on  the 
same  basis  as  other  clergymen,  unless  they  elected 
not  to  be  covered. 
84  (47)  Committee  amendment — Provides  that  a 
clergyman  may  also  elect  not  to  be  covered  under 
social  security  if  he  is  opposed  to  such  coverage 
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Bill  Amend- 

page        ment  Description 
No. 

85  (47)  on  grounds  of  religious  principle,  or  on  conscien- 
tious grounds.  House  bill  provided  for  objection 
only  on  conscientious  grounds. 


STATE  AND  LOCAL  EMPLOYEES 


88  (48)  Committee  amendment — Provides  a  3-year  ex- 
tension, through  1969,  for  election  of  social  secur- 
ity coverage  by  State  and  local  employees  who 
did  not  previously  do  so  under  the  provisions 
which  permit  a  State  to  cover  only  those  employ- 
ees who  desire  coverage. 


RETIRED  PARTNERS 

89         (49)       Technical— Editorial. 

POLICEMEN  AND  FIREMEN 

91  (50)  Committee  amendment — Provides  for  includ- 
ing Puerto  Rico  in  the  list  of  the  States  which 
may  provide  social  security  coverage  for  police- 
men and  firemen — amendment  includes  provision 
to  reflect  floor  amendment  by  Senator  Curtis 
which  provides  for  retroactive  social  security 
coverage  for  certain  firemen  in  Nebraska  for 
whom  social  security  taxes  were  erroneously  paid. 


FIREMEN 


92  (51)  Committee  amendment — Provides  that  social 
security  coverage  can  be  extended  to  firemen  in 
States  not  specifically  authorized  to  cover  them 
if  the  Governor  of  the  State  certifies  that  the  total 
benefit  protection  of  firemen  would  be  improved 
as  a  result  of  such  coverage.  However,  the  divided 
retirement  system  could  not  be  used  and  the  fire- 
men would  have  to  be  brought  into  coverage  as 
a  separate  group  and  not  as  part  of  a  group  which 
includes  persons  other  than  firemen.  No  com- 
parable provision  in  House  bill. 

VALIDATION  OF  EARNINGS  OF  PUBLIC  EMPLOYEES 

■93  (52)  Committee  amendment — Provides  that  when 
a  State  makes  a  social  security  coverage  agree- 
ment it  may  validate  coverage  of  earnings  of 
State  and  local  employees  which  had  been  er- 
roneously reported  if  no  refund  has  been  made  of 
the  taxes  on  the  earnings  reported.  No  compar- 
able provision  in  House  bill. 
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Bill  Amend- 

page        ment  Description 


No. 


JUSTICES  OF  THE  PEACE 


94  (53)  Committee  amendment — Provides  social  se- 
curity coverage  as  self-employed  individuals  to 
State  and  local  government  employees  who  are 
compensated  solely  on  a  fee  basis  (e.g.,  constables 
and  justices  of  the  peace).  People  in  fee-basis 
positions  in  1968  could  elect  not  to  be  covered, 
and  States  could  modify  their  coverage  agree- 
ments to  exclude  from  coverage  fee-basis  em- 
ployees who  are  now  covered.  No  comparable 
provision  in  the  House  bill. 


FAMILY  EMPLOYMENT 


97  (54)  Committee  amendment — Provides  for  extend- 
ing social  security  coverage  with  respect  to  em- 
ployment performed  in  the  private  home  of  the 
employer  by  a  parent  in  the  employ  of  his  son  or 
daughter  where  there  is  a  bona  fide  employment 
relationship  and  where  the  son  or  daughter 

(a)  is  a  widow  or  widower, 

(b)  is  divorced,  or 

(c)  has  a  disabled  spouse, 

and  has  a  child  who  is  under  age  18  or  who  is  dis- 
abled. No  comparable  provision  in  the  House  bill. 

MASSACHUSETTS  TURNPIKE  AUTHORITY 

99  (55)  Committee  amendment — Provides  that  the 
State  of  Massachusetts  may  modify  its  social 
security  coverage  agreement  so  as  to  terminate 
the  coverage  now  provided  for  employees  of  the 
Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority.  If  coverage 
is  terminated,  it  may  not  be  reinstated  at  a  later 
date.  No  comparable  provision  in  the  House  bill. 

PHYSICIANS  PAYMENT — MEDICARE 

100  (56-59)  Committee  amendment — Modifies  the  pro- 
vision in  the  House  bill  which  provides  for 
physician  payment  under  the  medical  insurance 
program.  Under  present  law,  payment  may  be 
made  only  to  the  physioian  upon  assignment  or 
to  the  patient  upon  presentation  of  a  receipted 
bill.  House  bill  provided  for  retention  of  present 
law  provisions  and  added  new  alternatives  for 
payment  to  the  physician  or  patient  on  the  basis 
of  an  unpaid  bill.  Under  Senate  amendment 
only  two  methods  of  payment  would  be  provided : 
payment  either  directly  to  the  patient  on  the 
basis  of  an  itemized  bill  (which  could  be  either 
receipted  or  unpaid)  or  directly  to  the  physician 
as  under  the  present  assignment  method. 


Bill  Amend- 

page         ment  Description 
No. 

101  (60)  Effective  date — Claims  pending  on  basis  of 
nonreceipted  bill  as  of  date  of  enactment  may  be 
paid,  instead  of  being  returned  to  beneficiary  (as 
under  House  bill). 


PODIATRISTS 


103  (61)  Committee  floor  amendment — Would  limit  the 
purposes  for  which  a  podiatrist  is  considered  a 
physician  only  for  definition  of  covered  physicians' 
services. 

PROSTHETIC  LENSES 

105  (62)  Committee  amendment — Modifies  House  bill 
which  prevented  payment  for  the  costs  of  pro- 
cedures to  determine  refractive  state  of  eyes  so 
as  to  permit  payment  for  services  or  procedures 
involved  in  fitting  prosthetic  lenses. 


OUTPATIENT  HOSPITAL  SERVICES   IN   PART  B 


107         (63)       Technical— Relettering. 

107  (64)       Conforming  with  amendment  No.  88. 

108  (65)  Technical — Renumbering. 

108         (66)       Conforming  with  amendment  No.  88. 

108         (67)       Technical— Editorial. 

108         (68)       Conforming  with  amendment  No.  88. 

108  (69)       Technical— Editorial. 

109  (70)       Conforming  with  amendment  No.  88. 

110  (71)       Effective  date  advanced  to  April  1,  1968  to 

reflect  passage  of  time;  except  that  date  of  ter- 
mination of  reqtiirement  of  initial  physician's 
certification  for  hospital  care  is  date  of  enact- 
ment rather  than  December  31,  1967  as  under 
House  bill. 


BILLING  FOR  HOSPITAL  SERVICES 


111         (72)  Technical. 

111  (73-74)       Conforming  with  amendment  No.  90. 

112  (75)       Effective  date  advanced  to  April  1968  to  coin- 

cide with  effective  date  of  new  part  B  premium. 


RADIOLOGICAL  AND  PATHOLOGICAL  CHARGES 
FOR  INPATIENTS 


113         (76)       Effective  date  advanced  to  April  1968  to  coin- 
cide with  effective  date  of  new  part  B  premium. 


PHYSICAL  THERAPISTS 


114 


(77) 


Committee  amendment — Expands  the  pro- 
visions of  the  House  bill  which  added  coverage  of 
physical  therapy  when  provided  in  a  patient's 
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Bill  Amend- 

page        ment  Description 
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114  (77)  home  under  the  supervision  of  a  hospital.  Under 
present  law,  such  services  may  be  provided  by  or 
through  home  health  agencies.  The  amendment 
would  also  cover  outpatient  physical  therapy 
services  furnished  by  physical  therapists  em- 
ployed by  or  under  an  agreement  with  and 
under  the  supervision  of  other  providers  of  serv- 
ices, approved  clinics,  rehabilitation  centers,  or 
local  public  health  agencies.  Under  the  committee 
amendment  the  patient  would  not  have  to  be 
homebound  for  the  physical  therapy  services  to  be 
covered. 

BLOOD 


121-122  (78-79)  Committee  amendment — Modifies  the  pro- 
vision in  the  House  bill  which  requires  that  the 
patient  replace  2  pints  of  blood  for  the  first  pint 
of  blood  received  for  purposes  of  the  3-pint  de- 
ductible. (In  effect,  4  pints  would  have  to  be 
replaced  for  the  3  pints  used.)  Under  the  Senate 
bill,  replacement  would  be  on  a  pint-f  or-pint  basisr 
as  under  present  law. 


ADDITIONAL  HOSPITAL  DAYS 


123,  126  (80-83)  Committee  amendment — Modifies  the  provi- 
sion of  the  House  bill  which  would  extend  the 
number  of  inpatient  hospital  days  covered  during 
a  "spell  of  illness"  from  90  to  120  days,  with  a  $20 
coinsurance  requirement  from  the  91st  day 
through  the  120th  day.  Instead,  there  would  be 
provided  a  lifetime  reserve  of  60  additional  days 
of  hospital  care  after  the  90  days  covered  in  a 
"spell  of  illness"  have  been  exhausted.  Coinsur- 
ance of  $10  for  each  day  would  be  applicable  to 
such  added  days  of  coverage.  Under  both  bills, 
the  additional  days  would  be  available  after 
December  31,  1967. 


ALTERNATIVE  METHOD  OF  REIMBURSEMENT 


130  (84)  Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Miller — Provides 
that  the  average  per  diem  method  of  calculating 
reimbursement  may  be  used,  effective  July  1, 
1968,  at  option  of  provider  of  services,  under 
medicare.  Secretary  shall  take  into  account  the 
per  diem  cost  prevailing  in  the  community  for 
comparable  quality  and  level  of  service.  No  com- 
parable provision  in  House  bill. 


Description 


PARTNERSHIP  FOR  HEALTH  DEPRECIATION 

ALLOWANCES 

Committee  amendment — Provides  that  reim- 
bursement under  medicare  or  medicaid  for  depre- 
ciation or  interest  on  debt  would  not  be  available 
for  certain  capital  expenditures  of  hospitals  or 
other  health  facilities  where  such  expenditures 
have  been  specifically  disapproved  by  a  State's 
partnership  for  health  agency  (Public  Law  89- 
749),  effective  with  respect  to  expenditures  made 
after  June  30,  1970  (or  earlier  at  the  request  of  a 
State).  The  amendment  does  not  compel  any 
State  to  specifically  disapprove  capital  expendi- 
tures— assumption  of  that  function  is  at  the 
option  of  the  State.  No  comparable  provision  in 
House  bill. 

MEDICARE  FOR  PUBLIC  EMPLOYEES 

Committee  amendment — Adds  a  provision  per- 
mitting States  to  contract  with  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for  hospital  in- 
surance coverage  for  State  and  local  govern- 
mental employees,  retired  or  active  (and  their 
dependents  and  survivors),  age  65  or  over  who 
do  not  otherwise  qualify  for  medicare.  States 
would  reimburse  the  medicare  program  for  the 
costs  of  benefits  paid  and  administrative  expenses 
incurred  with  respect  to  such  coverage.  No  com- 
parable provision  in  House  bill. 

NONPARTICIPATING  HOSPITALS 

Committee  amendment — Adds  a  provision 
permitting  payment  for  services  received  in  cer- 
tain nonparticipating  hospitals.  At  present,  pay- 
ments may  be  made  to  participating  hospitals,  and 
in  an  emergency  case,  to  a  nonparticipating  hos- 
pital which  meets  certain  standards,  but  only  if 
such  nonparticipating  hospital  agrees  to  accept 
reasonable  cost  reimbursement  as  full  payment. 

The  Senate  bill  permits  direct  reimbursement  to 
be  made  to  an  individual  who  was  furnished 
hospital  services  in  a  nonparticipating  hospital 
during  the  18-month  period  ending  December  31, 
1967.  This  coverage  would  not  apply  to  non- 
emergency admissions  occurring  after  1967. 
Payment  would  be  limited  to  60  percent  of  the 
room  and  board  charges  and  80  percent  of  the 
hospital  ancillary  charges  for  up  to  20  days  in 
each  spell  of  illness  (subject  to  the  $40  deductible 
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144  (87)  and  other  statutory  payment  limitations  in 
present  law)  if  the  hospital  did  not  formally  parti- 
cipate in  medicare  prior  to  January  1,  1969.  If  it 
did  participate  in  medicare  prior  to  that  date  and 
if  it  applied  its  utilization  review  plan  to  the  serv- 
ices for  which  medicare  benefits  are  being  claimed 
(and  which  were  provided  before  its  regular  par- 
ticipation started)  up  to  the  full  90  days  of 
coverage  could  be  reimbursable  in  behalf  of  or  to 
the  beneficiary.  No  comparable  provision  in 
House  bill. 

PAYMENTS  FOR  EMERGENCY    HOSPITAL  SERVICES 

148  (88)  Committee  amendment — Provides  for  benefits 
on  a  basis  essentially  comparable  to  those  de- 
scribed in  the  transitional  benefit  authorized 
under  amendment  87.  This  would  apply  to  emer- 
gency admissions  occurring  on  or  after  January  1, 
1968,  as  an  alternative  to  the  coverage  of  emer- 
gency care  provided  under  present  law.  Hospi- 
tals could  apply  for  payment  on  a  reasonable 
cost  basis,  as  under  present  law,  or  if  the  hos- 
pital did  not  apply,  the  patient  could  obtain 
payment  directly,  under  the  new  provisions,  on 
the  basis  of  60  percent  of  room  and  board  and 
charges  and  80  percent  of  ancillary  services 
charges. 

With  respect  to  both  this  and  the  preceding 
amendment,  a  new  definition  would  be  used  for 
hospitals  eligible  under  the  transitional  and 
emergency  care  provisions.  A  qualifying  hospital 
must  have  a  full-time  nursing  service,  be  licensed 
as  a  hospital,  and  be  primarily  engaged  in 
providing  medical  care  under  the  supervision  of  a 
doctor  of  medicine  or  osteopathy.  This  definition 
is  retroactive  to  July  1,  1966,  so  that  some 
hospitals  which  today  would  be  ineligible  to 
receive  payment  for  emergency  services  may 
receive  such  payments  on  behalf  of  beneficiaries 
back  to  the  beginning  of  the  program,  provided 
they  apply  for  such  payments.  If  such  payments 
are  not  applied  for,  the  patient  would  be  paid 
directly  under  the  new  payment  provisions.  No 
comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 

MEDICARE  IN  CANADA  AND  MEXICO 

151  (89)  Committee  amendment — Adds  a  provision 
which  would  permit  direct  payment  of  hospital 
insurance  benefits  to  a  resident  of  the  United 
States  for  up  to  20  d&ys  of  inpatient  hospital 
services  furnished  with  respect  to  admissions 
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occurring  after  March  31,  1968,  in  a  country  con- 
tiguous to  the  United  States  by  a  hospital  which  is 
not  more  than  50  miles  from  the  border  of  the 
continental  United  States.  In  the  case  of  non- 
emergency care,  the  hospital  would  have  to  be  the 
one  nearest  to  the  patient's  residence  suitable  to 
treat  his  illness.  The  amendment  also  provides 
that  payment  may  be  made  for  emergency  in- 
patient hospital  services  furnished  outside  the 
United  States  in  a  hospital  within  50  miles  of  the 
border  if  the  hospital  was  the  closest  one  suitable 
for  treatment  and  the  emergency  occurred  no 
more  than  50  miles  outside  the  United  States 
(present  law  provides  emergency  coverage  outside 
the  United  States  only  if  the  emergency  occurs  in 
the  United  States).  Benefits  would  be  payable  for 
the  services  covered  under  this  provision  only  on 
the  basis  of  an  application  for  reimbursement  filed 
by  the  medicare  beneficiary  and  only  if  the  hos- 
pital met  standards  which  are  essentially  com- 
parable to  those  required  of  hospitals  participating 
under  the  program  in  the  United  States.  No 
comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 

CERTAIN  INPATIENT  ANCILLARY  SERVICES 

154  (90)       Committee    amendment — -Adds    a  provision 

which  would  permit  payment  under  the  supple- 
mentary medical  insurance  program  for  presently 
noncovered  ancillary  hospital  and  extended  care 
facility  services,  principally  X-ray  and  laboratory 
services,  furnished  after  March  31,  1968,  to  a 
patient  who  has  exhausted  his  eligibility  for  such 
services  under  part  A  of  the  program.  Payment 
would  be  made  for  these  services  under  the  usual 
part  B  provisions  applying  to  the  $50  deductible 
and  20-percent  coinsurance.  No  comparable  pro- 
vision in  House  bill. 

GENERAL  ENROLLMENT  PERIOD 

155  (91)       Committee  amendment — -Adds  a  provision  ef- 

fective January  1,  1969,  under  which  the  general 
enrollment  periods  of  the  supplementary  medical 
insurance  program  would  be  placed  on  an  annual 
basis,  rather  than  biennial.  The  enrollment  period 
would  run  from  January  1  through  March  31, 
rather  than  October  1  through  December  31,  as 
under  present  law.  The  Secretary  would  deter- 
mine and  promulgate  during  December  of  each 
year  the  premium  rate  which  would  be  applicable 


Bill  Amend- 
page  ment 
No. 

151  (89) 
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155  (91)  for  a  12-month  period  to  begin  the  following 
July  1.  When  the  Secretary  promulgates  the  rate 
for  part  B,  he  would  also  be  required  to  issue  a 
public  statement  setting  forth  the  actuarial  as- 
sumptions and  bases  upon  which  he  arrived  at 
the  rate. 

Additionally,  persons  wishing  to  cancel  part  B 
coverage  could  do  so  at  any  time,  but  such  termi- 
nation would  not  take  effect  until  the  close  of  the 
calendar  quarter  following  the  quarter  in  which 
the  notice  of  withdrawal  was  filed. 

Presently,  termination  may  be  made  only  dur- 
ing a  general  enrollment  period  (every  2  years). 
The  amendment  would  also  substitute  a  flat  one- 
time late  enrollment  penalty  of  up  to  3  months' 
premium  in  lieu  of  the  10-  or  20-percent  addi- 
tional monthly  premium  charge  required  under 
present  law.  This  provision  becomes  effective 
within  the  present  open  enrollment  period 
ending  March  31,  1968.  No  comparable  provision 
in  House  bill. 

TB  HOSPITALS 


159  (92)  Committee  amendment — Effective  January 
1968,  eliminates  provision  in  present  law  under 
which  days  in  a  tuberculosis  institution  immedi- 
ately before  initial  entitlement  to  hospital  insur- 
ance are  counted  against  the  days  of  coverage 
for  which  an  individual  would  otherwise  be  eligi- 
ble. The  amendment  would  make  an  individual's 
entitlement  to  hospital  insurance  benefits  the 
same  if  he  received  hospital  services  in  a  tuber- 
culosis hospital  as  it  would  be  if  he  received  such 
services  in  a  general  hospital.  No  comparable 
provision  in  House  bill. 


OPTOMETRISTS 


160  (93)  Committee  amendment — Includes  within  the 
definition  of  physician  a  licensed  doctor  of 
optometry  but  only  with  respect  to  functions  he 
is  authorized  to  perform  by  the  State  in  which  he 
practices.  No  payment  would  be  made  for  services 
involving  the  diagnosis  or  detection  of  eye 
diseases  unless  the  optometrist  is  legally  author- 
ized to  treat  the  disease,  or  for  diagnostic  services 
where  the  optometrist  provides  no  treatment. 
Effective,  under  part  B  of  medicare  with  respect 
to  services  provided  after  March  31,  1968.  No 
comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 
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CHIROPRACTORS 


161  (94)       Committee  amendment — Includes  within  the 

definition  of  physician  a  licensed  chiropractor 
but  only  with  respect  to  functions  he  is  authorized 
to  perform  by  the  State  in  which  he  practices. 
Effective  under  part  B  of  medicare  with  respect 
to  services  provided  after  March  31,  1968.  No 
comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 

PSYCHOLOGISTS 

162  (95)       Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Harris — Includes 

within  the  definition  of  physician  a  licensed  or 
certified  psychologist  but  only  Avith  respect  to 
functions  he  is  authorized  to  perform  by  the  State 
in  which  he  practices.  Effective,  under  part  B  of 
medicare,  with  respect  to  services  provided  after 
March  31,  1968.  No  comparable  provision  in 
House  bill. 

ELIGIBILITY  OF  ADOPTED  CHILD 

163  (96)       Committee  amendment — Makes  the  more  lib- 

eral eligibility  provision  for  adopted  children 
contained  in  the  House  bill  effective  March  1968 
(instead  of  second  month  after  enactment),  con- 
forming with  amendment  No.  3. 

child's  dependency  on  mother 

164  (97)       Committee   amendment — Makes   the  House 

provision  conforming  dependency  requirement  of 
female  worker  to  those  now  provided  for  male 
workers  effective  March  1968  (instead  of  second 
month  after  enactment),  conforming  with  amend- 
ment No.  3. 

RECOVERY  OF  OVERPAYMENTS 

165  (98)       Committee  amendment — Authorizes  the  Secre- 

tary of  HEW  to  recover  overpaid  benefits  by 
requiring  the  overpaid  beneficiary  or  his  estate 
to  refund  the  overpayment  or  by  withholding 
future  benefits  payable  to  him,  his  estate  or  to 
any  other  person  entitled  to  benefits  on  the 
same  earnings  record.  Under  present  law,  over- 
payments may  be  recovered  from  the  overpaid 
person  while  he  is  getting  benefits;  recovery 
may  not  be  made  from  any  other  person  getting 
benefits  on  the  same  account;  there  is  no  specific 
provision  for  recovering  an  overpayment  while 
the  beneficiary  is  alive  if  he  is  not  getting  benefits. 
No  comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 
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ERRONEOUS  DEATH  REPORTS 


166  (99)  Committee  amendment — Provides  that  all 
benefits  paid  on  the  basis  of  official  reports  of 
death  issued  by  the  Department  of  Defense  will 
be  considered  lawful  payments  even  though  it  is 
later  determined  that  the  person  who  was 
reported  dead  is  still  alive.  No  comparable 
provision  in  House  bill. 


UNDERPAYMENTS 


167-178  (100-101)  Committee  amendment — Substitutes  a  uniform 
order  of  distribution  of  unpaid  amounts  in  place 
of  dual  order  of  distribution  in  House  bill, 
as  follows: 


House  bill 

Senate  bill 

Cash  benefits 

Medicare  (pt.  B) 

(1)  To  his  surviving  spouse  if 
she  was  entitled  to  benefits  on 
the  same  earnings  record  as  the 
deceased  beneficiary. 

(2)  To  his  child  or  children  (in 
equal  parts)  if  they  were  entitled 
to  benefits  on  the  same  earnings 
record  as  the  decreased  bene- 
ficiary. 

(3)  To  his  parent  or  parents  if 
they  were  entitled  to  benefits  on 
the  same  earnings  record  as  the 
beneficiary. 

(4)  To  the  legal  representative 
of  the  decreased  beneficiary's 
estate. 

(5)  To  his  surviving  spouse  not 
entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same 
earnings  record. 

(6)  To  his  child  or  children  (in 
equal  parts)  not  entitled  to 
benefits  on  the  same  earnings 
record.  If  none  of  the  persons 
mentioned  in  the  bill  exist,  no 
payment  would  be  made. 

In  cases  where  a  beneficiary  who 
has  received  services  for  which 
payment  is  due  him  dies,  and  the 
bill  for  such  services  has  been  paid 
(but  reimbursement  under  the 
medical  insurance  program  has 
not  been  made)  payment  of  the 
medical  insurance  benefits  to  the 
person  who  paid  the  bill  would  be 
authorized.  If  payment  could  not 
be  made  to  the  person  who  paid 
the  bill,  payment  would  be  made 
to  the  legal  representative  of  the 
decreased  beneficiary's  estate,  if 
any.  If  there  is  no  legal  representa- 
tive, payment  would  be  made  to 
relatives  of  the  deceased  individual 
in  the  following  order  of  priority: 

(1)  The  surviving  spouse  living 
with  the  deceased  beneficiary  at 
the  time  of  his  death. 

(2)  A  surviving  spouse  entitled 
to   a   monthly   social  security 
benefit  based  on  the  earnings  of 
the  deceased  beneficiary. 

(3)  The  child  or  children  of  the 
deceased   beneficiary   (in  equal 
parts). 

If  none  of  the  persons  mentioned 
in  the  bill  exist,  no  payment  would 
be  made. 

1.  Spouse  living  with  individual 
at  time  of  his  death  or  to  spouse  not 
living  with  individual  but  entitled 
to  benefits  on  same  earnings  record. 

2.  Child  entitled  to  benefits  on 
same  earnings  record. 

3.  Parent  entitled  to  benefits  on 
same  earnings  record. 

4.  Spouse  who  was  neither  en- 
titled to  benefits  on  same  earnings 
record  nor  living  with  individual. 

5.  Child  not  entitled  to  benefits 
on  same  earnings  record. 

6.  Parent  not  entitled  to  benefits 
on  same  earnings  record. 

7.  Legal  representative  of  indi- 
vidual's estate,  if  any. 

8.  Person  related  to  individual  by 
blood,    marriage,    or  adoption 
determined  by  Secretary  to  be 
proper  person  to  receive  the  pay- 
ment due. 

The  Senate  amendment  would  provide  that 
before  applying  the  order  of  priority  described 
above  amounts  due  under  supplementary  medical 
insurance  (pt.  B)  of  medicare  after  the  benefi- 
ciary's death  be  paid  first  to  the  person  who  paid 
for  the  services  or  to  the  person  who  provided  the 
services.  (If  the  person  who  paid  for  the  services 
is  the  decedent,  the  payment  would  be  made 
to  the  legal  representative  of  his  estate,  if  there 
is  one.) 
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182 
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No. 


(102) 
(103) 


Description 
SIMPLIFICATION  OF  COMPUTATION 

Technical — Renumbering. 

Conforming  amendment — Makes  simplifica- 
tion rules  for  survivors  coming  on  rolls  after  en- 
actment effective  for  March  1968,  conforming 
with  amendment  No.  3. 


DEFINITION  OF  WIDOW,  ETC. 

184        (104)       Technical — Renumbering. 

186  (105)  Conforming  amendment — Makes  more  liberal 
definition  of  widows,  etc.,  in  House  and  Senate 
bills  effective  for  March  1968,  conforming  with 
amendment  No.  3. 


189-192  (109-114) 


HUSBANDS  AND  WIDOWERS 

187  (106)       Technical — Renumbering. 

188  (107)       Conforming  amendment — Makes  more  liberal 

eligibility  rules  for  husbands  and  widowers  in 
House  and  Senate  bill  effective  for  March  1968, 
conforming  with  amendment  No.  3. 

DEFINITION  OF  DISABILITY 

188        (108)       Technical— Renumbering. 

Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Metcalf — Deletes 
the  provision  of  the  House  bill  providing  (a)  new 
guidelines  emphasizing  the  importance  of  the 
medical  factors  in  determining  disability  and 
(b)  a  special  definition  of  disability  for  widows  and 
widowers. 

WORKMEN'S  COMPENSATION 

193  (115)       Technical — Renumbering. 

194  (116)       Conforming  amendment — Makes  more  liberal 

disability  workmen's  compensation  offset  in 
House  and  Senate  bill  effective  March  1968,  con- 
forming with  amendment  No.  3. 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Technical — Renumbering. 

INTERNATIONAL  TREATIES 

197  (119)  Committee  amendment — Provides  that  the 
present  5-year  residence  requirements  that  un- 
insured people  must  meet  in  order  to  qualify  for 
(a)  hospital  insurance,  or  (6)  for  special  age  72 
payments,  or  (c)  the  supplementary  medical  in- 
surance, would  not  apply  where  they  would  be 


194-195  (117-118) 
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197  (119)  contrary  to  treaty  obligations  of  the  United 
States  under  treaties  in  effect  on  the  date  of  en- 
actment. No  comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 


ALIENS 


198         (120)       Technical— Renumbering. 

200  (121-123)  Committee  amendment — Makes  provision  of 
House  bill  relating  to  limitation  on  payments  to 
aliens  outside  the  United  States  effective  January 
1969.  Under  House  bill  the  provision  relating 
to  the  change  in  the  40  quarters  of  coverage  and 
10-year  resident  requirement  would  have  been 
effective  6  months  after  enactment,  the  provision 
relating  to  future  benefits  to  people  in  Communist 
countries  would  have  been  effective  for  benefits 
payable  after  enactment,  and  the  provision  relat- 
ing to  past  benefits  due  people  in  Communist 
countries  would  have  applied  to  benefits  for 
months  before  enactment. 


ILLEGITIMATE  CHILDREN 


201  (124)  Committee  amendment — Provides  that  the 
benefits  payable  to  a  person  on  the  effective  date 
of  the  1965  amendments  which  were  reduced 
because  an  illegitimate  child  became  entitled  to 
benefits  under  the  1965  amendments  will  not  be  re- 
duced in  the  future.  For  people  who  became  en- 
titled after  the  effective  date  of  the  1965  amend- 
ments or  become  entitled  in  the  future  the 
provisions  of  present  law  will  apply.  House 
bill  provided  that  benefits  payable  to  illegiti- 
mate children  who  became  entitled  to  benefits 
under  the  1965  amendments  could  not  exceed  the 
difference  between  the  total  amounts  payable  to 
other  persons  and  the  family  maximum  amount. 
Benefits  payable  under  Senate  amendments  will 
be  payable  March,  1965  instead  of  second 
month  after  date  of  enactment  as  in  House  bill. 


ADVISORY  COUNCILS 


203       (125)       Technical — renumbering. 

206  (126)  Committee  amendment — Modifies  the  House- 
passed  provision  relating  to  the  time  at  which 
Advisory  Councils  would  be  appointed  and  would 
issue  reports  to  provide  that  the  Advisory  Coun- 
cils be  appointed  in  1969  and  every  4  years 
thereafter.  The  appointments  could  be  made  at 
any  time  after  January  31  (rather  than  in 
February  as  in  the  House  bill) .  As  in  present  law, 
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206  (126)  the  Senate  amendment  provides  that  each 
Council  would  report  to  the  Secretary  not  later 
than  the  first  day  of  the  second  year  following  the 
year  in  which  it  is  appointed.  Interim  reports 
are  also  authorized.  Under  House  bill,  Council 
must  report  in  year  it  is  appointed. 

MISCELLANEOUS 

207-208  (127-128)   Technical— Renumbering. 

DISCLOSURE  TO  COURTS 

209  (129-131)   Committee  amendment — Modifies  provision  in 

House  bill  relating  to  disclosure  of  address  of 
deserting  father  to  make  information  available  to 
both  courts  in  interstate  support  actions. 

REPORTS  TO  CONGRESS 

210  (132)       Technical— Renumbering. 

GENERAL  SAVINGS  PROVISIONS 

211-212  (133-140)  Committee  amendment — Broadens  savings 
clause  in  House  bill  to  include  Senate  amend- 
ments. Under  the  provision,  people  on  the 
benefit  rolls  will  not  nave  their  benefits  reduced 
because  of  the  family  maximum  when  new  people 
are  added  to  the  rolls  under  the  new  benefit 
provisions. 

EXPEDITED  PAYMENTS 

213  (141)  Committee  amendment — Provides  for  the  es- 
tablishment of  procedures  to  expedite  the  pay- 
ment of  cash  benefits  other  than  benefits  based 
on  disability.  The  provision  would  not  apply 
where  benefit  checks  have  been  cashed.  No 
comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 

DRUG  STUDY 

215  (142)  Committee  amendment — Requires  the  Secre- 
tary to  study  and  report  to  the  Congress,  prior 
to  January  1,  1969,  the  savings  which  might 
accrue  to  the  Government  and  the  effects  on  the 
health  professions  and  on  all  elements  of  the  drug 
industry  which  might  result  from  enactment  of 
two  proposals  relating  to  drugs:  (1)  a  proposal 
to  cover  prescription  drugs  under  medicare 
[S.  17,  90th  Cong.],  and  (2)  a  proposal  to  estab- 
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215  (142)  lish,  through  a  formulary  committee,  quality  and 
cost  control  standards  for  drugs  provided  under 
the  various  Federal-State  assistance  programs 
and  the  hospital  insurance  part  (pt.  A)  of  the 
medicare  program  [S.  2299,  90th  Cong.].  No 
comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 


BLIND  PERSONS 


217  (143)  Committee  amendment — Changes  the  defini- 
tion of  disability  for  the  blind  so  that  a  person 
who  is  "industrially  blind"  (i.e.,  visual  acuity  of 
20/200  or  less)  can  be  entitled  to  disability  in- 
surance benefits  if  he  has  at  least  6  quarters  of 
coverage.  A  person  who  qualifies  would  be  paid 
benefits  regardless  of  whether  he  engages  in 
substantial  gainful  work.  No  comparable  pro- 
vision in  House  bill. 


DISABLED  CHILD 


219  (144)  Committee  amendment — Provides  child's  in- 
surance benefits  for  an  otherwise  qualified  dis- 
abled child  if  his  disability  began  after  age  18 
but  before  age  22.  Under  present  law,  a  person 
must  have  become  disabled  before  age  18  to 
qualify  for  childhood  disability  benefits  as  the 
son  or  daughter  of  an  insured  disabled,  retired,  or 
deceased  worker.  No  comparable  provision  in 
House  bill. 

attorney's  fees 

222  (145)  Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Ervin — Authorizes 
the  Secretary  of  HEW  to  fix  a  reasonable  fee  for 
the  services  in  administrative  proceedings  pro- 
vided an  applicant  for  social  security  benefits  by 
an  attorney  and  to  pay  such  attorney's  fee  out  of 
past-due  benefits.  The  fee  could  not  exceed  the 
smaller  of  (a)  25  percent  of  the  past-due  benefits, 
(b)  the  fee  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  or  (c)  the 
amount  agreed  to  by  the  applicant  and  the 
attorney.  No  comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 

TITLE  II— PUBLIC  WELFARE  AMENDMENTS 

FAMILY  SERVICES  PLAN 

223-224  (146)  Committee  amendment  (line  4  on  p.  224 
through  comma  on  line  16) — Requires  that  States 
provide  a  program  of  family  services  and  child 
welfare  services  to  AFDC  family.  Under  existing 
law  program  has  to  be  supplied  to  children  only. 

Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Kennedy  (N.  Y.), 
page  224  (lines  16  through  19) — Provides  that 
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such  a  program  is  to  assist  AFDC  recipients  (1) 
attain  or  retain  capability  for  self-support  and 
care  and  (2)  maintain  and  strengthen  family  life 
and  child  development. 

225  (147)       Committee  amendment — Changes  words  "ille- 

gitimate births"  to  "births  out  of  wedlock". 

225-  226  (148-149)       New  subparagraph  (B)  added  by  the  Senate 

amendment  conforms  to  the  work  incentive  pro- 
gram established  by  amendment  198,  which 
provides  that  the  evaluation  of  employment 
potential  of  participants  will  be  carried  out  by 
the  Labor  Department  rather  than  the  welfare 
agency,  as  the  House  bill  would  require.  Child 
care  and  family  planning  services  would  be  pro- 
vided by  the  welfare  agency  under  both  bills. 

New  subparagraph  (C)  added  by  the  Senate 
amendments  provides  a  statutory  rule  that  family 
planning  services  must  be  voluntary  with  the 
individual.  The  House  committee  report  indicated 
a  similar  intent. 

226  (150-152)       Technical— Relettering. 

226-  227  (153-155)       Conforming  with  amendment  No.  146. 

Committee  amendment — Modifies  House  pro- 
vision so  that  local  agencies  administering  State 
plan  need  not  have  a  single  organizational  unit  to 
administer  child  welfare  and  family  services. 

227  (156)       Committee  amendment — Changes  words  "il- 

legitimate child"  to  "a  child  born  out  of  wedlock". 

224-231  (157)  Committee  amendment — Makes  75  percent 
matching  applicable  to  child  and  family  services 
provided  under  family  development  plan  de- 
scribed by  amendment  146. 

231-232  (158-165)       Technical— Relettering. 

232        (166)       Technical — Drafting  simplification. 

234  (167)       Committee  amendment — Plan  of  services  for 

AFDC  families  must  be  in  effect  by  July  1,  1968 
(or  earlier  if  State  plan  so  provides).  House  bill 
requires  compliance  by  July  1,  1969. 

Committee  amendment  also  exempts  from 
single  State  organizational  unit  requirement  any 
State  which  on  the  enactment  date  has  an  agency 
administering  child  welfare  services  which  is 
different  from  the  single  State  agency  under  the 
(AFDC)  program.  The  States  affected  by  this 
amendment  are  Kentucky  and  Illinois. 

235  (168-169)       Technical — Conforms  to  amendment  157  and 

makes  85  percent  matching  available  for  child 
care  and  family  planning  services  from  date  of 
enactment  (rather  than  from  Oct.  1,  1967,  as 
under  House  bill)  to  July  1,  1969.  Also  makes 
available  85  percent  matching  to  services  under 
family  development  plan. 
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235  (170-172) 

236  (173) 

236  (174) 

237  (175-176) 

238  (177-178) 


239 
239 


239 


(179) 
(180) 


(181) 


240  (182) 


Description 
EARNINGS  EXEMPTION 

Committee  amendment — Broadens  title  of  sec- 
tion to  reflect  extension  of  increased  earnings  ex- 
emption to  OAA  and  APTD  recipients  under 
amendments  181,  182,  and  183. 

Committee  amendment — Provides  that  100- 
percent  earnings  exemption  would  be  available 
to  any  child  whether  above  or  below  age  16  only 
if  he  was  attending  school  full  time.  House  bill 
provided  complete  exemption  for  children  under 
16  regardless  of  school  attendance. 

Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Brooke — Also 
provides  complete  earnings  exemption  for  a  part- 
time  student  who  is  not  a  full-time  employee. 

Committee  amendment — Enlarges  the  earnings 
exemption  provision  to  $50  a  month  plus  one-half 
of  family  earnings  over  $50.  The  House  bill  pro- 
vided an  exemption  of  $30  plus  one-third  of 
family  earnings  above  $30. 

Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Kennedy  of  New 
York — Extends  $50  earnings  exemption  to  sup- 
port contributions  received  by  AFDC  family  from 
a  parent  who  is  under  a  court  order  for  support 
payments.  Such  contributions  would  be  com- 
bined with  the  earned  income  of  the  family  in 
determining  the  exempt  amount.  No  comparable 
provision  in  House  bill. 

Technical — Renumbering. 

Technical — Date  changed  from  September  30, 
1967,  to  December  31,  1967,  to  reflect  passage  of 
time.  States  would  not  be  out  of  compliance  with 
Federal  requirement  if  they  chose  to  apply  the 
more  generous  AFDC  earnings  exemption  be- 
tween December  31,  1967,  and  July  1,  1969. 

Committee  amendment — Extends  $50  and  50- 
percent  earned  income  exemption  to  old-age 
assistance  program.  Would  be  optional  until 
July  1,  1969,  but  mandatory  thereafter.  Existing 
law  provides  an  optional  exclusion  of  the  first 
$20  a  month  plus  one-half  of  the  remainder. 
States  would  not  be  out  of  compliance  with 
Federal  requirement  if  they  chose  to  apply  the 
more  generous  OAA  earnings  exemption  between 
December  31,  1967,  and  July  1,  1969.  No 
comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 

Committee  amendment — Extends  $50  and  50- 
percent  earned  income  exemption  to  aid  to  the 
permanently  and  totaly  disabled  program.  Would 
be  optional  until  July  1,  1969,  but  mandatory 
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thereafter.  Existing  law  provides  an  optional 
exclusion  of  the  first  $20  a  month  plus  one-half 
of  the  remainder.  States  would  not  be  out  of 
compliance  with  Federal  requirement  if  they 
chose  to  apply  the  more  generous  APTD  earnings 
exemption  between  December  31,  1967,  and  July 
1,  1969.  No  comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 

241  (183)      Committee  amendment — Extends  $50  and  50- 

percent  earned  income  exemption  to  the  combined 
OAA  and  APTD  program  under  title  XVI. 
Would  be  optional  until  July  1,  1969,  but  man- 
datory thereafter.  Existing  law  provides  an  an 
optional  exclusion  of  the  first  $20  a  month  plus 
one-half  of  the  remainder.  States  would  not  be 
out  of  compliance  with  Federal  requirement  if 
they  chose  to  apply  the  more  generous  OAA  and 
APTD  earnings  exemption  between  December 
31,  1967,  and  July  1,  1969.  No  comparable 
provision  in  House  bill. 

242  (184)       Committee  amendment — Makes  Social  Secu- 

rity Act  the  only  act  for  determining  earnings 
exemption  of  all  welfare  recipients.  Overrules 
other  provisions  of  law  allowing  public  assistance 
earnings  exemption  (Economic  Opportunity  Act 
and  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act). 
The  House  provision  made  the  earnings  exemp- 
tion in  the  Social  Security  Act  paramount  only 
with  respect  to  AFDC  program. 

UNEMPLOYED  FATHERS 

244  (185-186)       Committee  amendment — Deletes  House  re- 

quirement that  father  must  have  six  calendar 
quarters  of  work  out  of  13-quarter  period  ending 
in  the  year  before  application  for  assistance,  or 
have  received  unemployment  compensation  to  be 
eligible  for  aid  under  the  AFDC-UF  program; 
also  provides  for  prompt  referral  of  unemployed 
fathers  to  the  work  incentive  program  estab- 
lished under  amendment  198.  House  bill  pro- 
vided work  and  training  for  these  fathers  under 
a  UF  program  by  welfare  agencies. 

245  (187-188)      Technical— Relettering. 

246  (189)      Committee    amendment — Requires  employ- 

ment registration  of  unemployed  father  as  a  con- 
dition to  continuation  of  AFDC-UF  aid.  Similar 
provision  in  House  bill  deleted  by  amendment 
190. 
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246-247  (190-191)  Committee  amendment — Conforming  to  work 
incentive  program  established  under  amendment 
198.  Also  deletes  House  provision  denying  any 
aid  to  unemployed  worker's  family  for  so  long  as 
he  is  receiving  unemployment  compensation  and 
provides  a  rule,  same  as  present  law,  under  which 
a  State,  at  its  option,  may  deny  payments  for 
any  month  or  for  any  part  of  a  month  in  which 
the  father  received  unemployment  compensation. 

250  (192-196)      Technical — Date  change  to  reflect  passage  of 

time.  Amendment  also  conforms  to  work  incen- 
tive program  established  under  amendment  198. 

251  (197)       Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Harris — Makes 

unemployed  fathers  program  mandatory  on  the 
States  beginning  July  1,  1969. 


WORK  INCENTIVE  PROGRAM 


251  (198)  Committee  amendment — -Establishes  a  new 
work  incentive  program  in  place  of  the  com- 
munity work  and  training  program  under  the 
House  bill.  Under  Senate  amendment  the  Labor 
Department,  rather  than  HEW,  would  ad- 
minister the  work  and  training  aspects  of  the 
program.  As  under  the  House  bill,  welfare  agencies 
would  decide  which  individuals  were  appropriate 
for  referral  to  the  program  and  would  have  to 
furnish  child  care  and  other  services.  Committee 
amendment  (p.  277,  line  19)  would  define  in  more 
detail  than  House  bill  those  for  whom  referral  is 
not  appropriate:  (1)  a  sick  person,  (2)  a  person 
remote  from  a  project,  (3)  child  attending  school 
full  time,  (4)  a  person  needed  to  care  for  another 
member  of  the  household,  (5)  a  mother  actually 
caring  for  a  preschool  child,  and  (6)  a  person  with 
respect  to  whom  the  State  agency  finds  referral 
would  not  be  in  his  best  interests  and  inconsistent 
with  objectives  of  the  program. 

Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Kennedy  of  New 
York  (p.  278,  line  11-17) — Exempts  a  mother 
from  working  during  hours  a  child  under  16  is  not 
in  school.  It  also  curtails  the  States'  discretion 
described  in  clause  (6)  above  (p.  278,  line  20),  by 
requiring  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  to  issue  criteria  for  States  to  follow. 

The  Labor  Department  would  assign  recipients 
to  one  of  three  "priorities"  after  developing  an 
employability  plan  for  each  suitable  person  re- 
ferred to  him  which  shall  describe  the  education, 
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251  (198)  training,  and  work  experience  needed  to  enable 
the  person  to  become  self  supporting. 

Under  priority  I,  welfare  recipients  who  are 
qualified  for  regular  employment  or  on-the-job 
training  would  be  so  employed. 

Under  priority  II,  recipients  found  in  need  of 
institutional  training  or  work  experience  would 
be  given  such  training  (possibly  through  MDTA) 
or  placed  with  a  public  agency  for  work  experience. 

Priority  III  would  involve  special  work  projects 
arranged  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  with  public 
agencies  (including  Indian  tribes  on  a  reservation) 
or  private  nonprofit  agencies  organized  for  a 
public  purpose.  The  arrangements  could  involve 
the  payment  of  a  subsidy  to  the  employing  agency 
which  would  be  used  to  help  make  up  the  wage 
payment  to  the  individuals  participating  in  the 
special  work  project.  The  subsidy  would  not  ex- 
ceed the  amount  of  welfare  benefit  otherwise 
payable  with  respect  to  a  participant's  family. 
It  might  be  less  in  which  case  a  savings  would 
accrue  to  the  Federal  and  State  governments. 

The  wages  received  by  participants  in  the  spe- 
cial work  projects  would  be  made  up  of  two  parts: 
a  portion  of  the  subsidy  paid  to  the  employer  and 
the  compensation  paid  by  the  employer  for  serv- 
ices rendered  to  him.  These  wages  would  be 
subject  to  both  income  and  employment  taxes. 

The  employment  record  of  persons  in  priority 
III  would  be  reviewed  periodically  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Labor  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
whether  these  persons  could  be  moved  into  other 
employment. 

Persons  employed  under  priority  I  would 
qualify  for  the  earnings  exemption  provided  by 
the  bill.  Persons  being  trained  under  priority  II 
would  be  entitled  to  receive  a  training  allowance 
of  up  to  $20  per  week,  while  they  are  undergoing 
training.  Persons  participating  in  special  work 
projects  under  priority  III  would  be  guaranteed 
a  return  equal  to  the  amount  of  their  welfare 
grant  plus  20  percent  of  their  wage.  If  their  wage 
failed  to  produce  this  full  amount  the  Welfare 
Department  would  send  them  a  check  for  the 
difference. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  (rather  than  the 
Secretary  of  HEW  as  in  the  House  bill)  will 
determine  whether  an  individual  refused  to  take 
work  or  training  without  good  cause. 

Where  there  was  no  good  cause  for  a  refusal, 
States  would  have  to  pay  benefits  on  behalf  of 
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251  (198)  the  children  in  the  form  of  protective  or  vendor 
payments.  (House  bill  would  permit,  but  not 
require,  the  States  to  continue  payments  to  the 
children  in  that  form.)  Amendment  would  also 
allow  the  needs  of  the  relative  who  so  refused  to 
continue  to  be  taken  into  account  for  a  period  of 
60  days  if  during  that  period  he  accepts  counseling 
designed  to  persuade  him  to  accept  the  work  or 
training.  Payments  for  all  members  of  the  family 
would  continue  on  protective  or  vendor  basis 
during  this  period. 

Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Kennedy  of  New 
York — Would  require  that  the  payment  on  behalf 
of  the  children  m  the  case  where  the  relative 
refuses  to  accept  work  or  training  without  good 
cause  be  paid  to  the  relative  (unless  usual  pro- 
tective payment  procedures  were  followed). 
However,  the  committee  provision  on  protective  or 
vendor  payments  would  still  apply  to  the  relative 
during  the  60-day  counseling  period.  The  combi- 
nation of  these  provisions  would  mean  that  pay- 
ments on  behalf  of  the  children  would  be  made  to 
the  relative  during  that  period  but  payments  on 
behalf  of  the  relative  would  have  to  be  made  to 
someone  else.  After  the  60-day  period  under  the 
Kennedy  amendment  payments  on  behalf  of  the 
children  would  continue  to  be  made  to  the  rela- 
tive but  the  relative's  needs  would  no  longer  be 
taken  into  account. 

Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Byrd  of  West 
Virginia  (pp.  274-276) — Allows  an  assistance  pro- 
gram financed  out  of  Federal  appropriations  for 
the  District  of  Columbia  (but  not  under  AFDC 
program)  to  participate  in  the  work  incentive 
program. 

AFDC  FOSTER  CARE 

284  (199)       Technical — Renumbering. 

288  (200)  Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Williams  of  New 
Jersey — Reduces  matching  maximum  for  AFDC 
child  in  foster  care  from  an  average  of  $100  a 
month  under  House  bill  to  $50  a  month.  Related 
to  amendment  No.  293. 

285  (201)       Technical — Date  changes  to  reflect  passage  of 

time. 

EMERGENCY  ASSISTANCE 

285       (202)       Committee  amendment  strikes  "dependent" 
out  of  section  title. 
285-286  (203-206)      Technical— Renumbering. 
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Committee  amendment — Increases  from  30 
days  (House  bill)  to  60  days  in  any  12-month 
period  during  which  emergency  assistance  may 
be  given. 

Committee  amendment — Provides  that  emer- 
gency assistance  may  not  be  used  where  need 
for  assistance  came  about  because  of  a  child's  or 
relative's  refusal  without  good  cause  to  accept 
employment  or  training  for  employment. 
Technical — Renumbering. 

Committee  amendment — Authorizes  emergency 
assistance  to  migrant  workers  with  families  in 
the  State  or  in  such  part  or  parts  thereof  as  the 
State  shall  designate. 

PROTECTIVE  AND  VENDOR  PAYMENTS 

288  (213)      Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Kennedy  of  New 

York — Deletes  House  provision  which  would  not 
apply  detailed  procedural  requirements  for  pro- 
tective pajnnents  in  cases  of  refusal  to  work  or 
train  without  good  cause. 

Committee  amentment — Deletes  House  amend- 
ment striking  5-percent  limitation  on  protective 
or  vendor  payments  and  inserts  a  10-percent 
limitation  but  does  not  count  refusal  cases. 

Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Kennedy  of  New 
York— Would  include  refusal  cases  in  computing 
10-percent  limitation. 

AFDC  FREEZE 

289  (214)       Committee  amendment — Removes  the  House 

bill  limitation  on  Federal  financial  participation 
in  the  AFDC  program  related  to  the  proportion 
of  the  child  population  that  could  be  aided  be- 
cause of  the  absence  from  the  home  of  a  parent. 

HOME  REPAIRS 

Technical — Editorial  and  renumbering. 
Committee  amendment — Adds  the  AFDC  pro- 
gram to  the  other  public  assistance  programs  for 
which  Federal  matching  in  payments  for  home 
repairs  is  authorized. 

Technical — Date  changes  to  reflect  passage  of 
time. 
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286  (207) 
286-287  (208) 


287  (209-211) 
287  (212) 


290  (215-216) 
290-291  (217-219) 

291  (220) 
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SUBPROFESSIONAL  STAFF 


292  (221)  Committee  amendment — Requires  the  States 
to  train  and  use  subprofessional  staff,  especially 
welfare  recipients  and  others  of  low  income,  for 
programs  under  the  Social  Security  Act.  It  also 
directs  the  States  to  use  volunteers  for  the  provi- 
sion of  services  to  recipients  and  to  assist  advisory 
committees.  No  comparable  provision  in  House 
bill. 

SIMPLICITY  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

295  (222)  Committee  amendment — Provides  in  all  cash 
assistance  titles,  effective  July  1,  1969  (as  now  in 
medicaid,  title  XIX),  a  State  plan  requirement 
that  eligibility  for  assistance  will  be  determined 
in  a  manner  consistent  with  simplicity  of  admin- 
istration and  the  best  interest  of  recipients.  No 
comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 


RUNAWAY  FATHERS 


297  (223)  Committee  amendment — State  agencies  making 
payments  to  families  with  dependent  children 
in  which  parents  desert  and  fail  to  make  support 
payments,  will  have  the  assistance  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and 
the  Treasury  Department  in  locating  the  parents. 
If  the  runaway  parents  are  located  outside  the 
States  where  their  dependent  children  reside  and 
if  they  refuse  to  comply  with  the  court  orders 
for  their-  support,  the  tax  collector  is  to  collect 
by  levy  or  distraint  an  amount  equal  to  the 
court-ordered  support  payments  Federal  share 
of  the  welfare  payments  to  their  families,  or 
whichever  is  lower.  No  comparable  provision 
in  House  bill. 


PURCHASE  OF  WELFARE  SERVICES 


306  (224)  Committee  amendment — Adds  to  the  House 
bill  provision  (see  page  232,  line  7)  for  the 
purchase  of  welfare  services  from  private  agencies 
for  AFDC  recipients  by  permitting  the  purchase 
of  such  services — i.e.,  homemaker  or  rehabilita- 
tion services — in  programs  for  the  aged,  blind, 
and  disabled.  No  comparable  provision  in  House 
bill. 

PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE  PASS-ALONG 

306  (225)  Committee  amendment — Requires  States,  ef- 
fective July  1,  1968,  to  adjust  standards  of 
need   and   maximum   payment  provisions  to 
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guarantee  that  recipients  of  old-age  assistance, 
aid  to  the  blind  and  aid  to  the  disabled  will  re- 
ceive, on  the  average,  an  increase  in  total  income 
equal  to  $7.50  a  month.  Provides  that  the 
Federal  Government  will  pay  (during  period 
July  1,  1968  through  June  30,  1970)  the  extra 
cost  for  those  States  unable  to  finance  the  cost  of 
the  increase  from  the  savings  achieved  through 
larger  social  security  benefits. 

Also  requires  States,  by  July  1,  1969,  to  adjust 
AFDC  standards  and  maximums  to  reflect 
changes  in  cost  of  living  and  to  make  such  adjust- 
ments at  least  annually  thereafter.  No  comparable 
provision  in  House  bill. 

Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Kuchel — Would 
exempt  States  with  an  automatic  cost-of-living 
provision  in  effect  on  June  30,  1966,  from  the 
requirement  of  making  increases  above  the 
standards  in  effect  on  December  31,  1966. 

TITLE  XIX  LIMITATION 

310  (226)  Committee  amendment— Under  the  House  bill, 
States  would  be  limited  in  setting  maximum 
income  eligibility  levels  for  Federal  matching 
purposes  to  the  lower  of  (1)  133%  percent  of  the 
AFDC  payments,  or  (2)  133%  percent  of  the  per 
capita  income  in  a  State  applied  to  a  family  of 
four. 

The  Senate  amendment  would  apply  both  of 
the  following  provisions: 

(1)  Beginning  July  1,  1968,  the  Federal 
Government  would  not  participate  in  match- 
ing any  of  the  cost  of  medical  assistance  to 
persons  whose  income  exceeds  150  percent 
of  the  old-age  assistance  standards  in  a 
given  State;  and 

(2)  Beginning  July  1,  1969,  Federal  par- 
ticipation will  be  at  the  rate  of — 

(a)  The  Federal  medical  assistance 
percentage  (which  varies  according  to 
State  per  capita  income  from  50  percent 
to  83  percent)  with  respect  to  all  cash 
assistance  recipients  and  persons  in 
medical  institutions  who  would  be 
ehgible  for  cash  assistance  if  not  in 
such  institutions;  and 

(b)  The  square  of  the  Federal  medical 
assistance  percentage  (which  gives  a 
result  which  varies  between  25  percent 
and  69  percent)  with  respect  to  the 
medically  needy  (subject  to  the  limita- 
tion in  (1)  above). 
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MAINTENANCE  OF  STATE  EFFORT 


316-319  (227-230)  Committee  amendment— Would  advance  the 
expiration  date  for  the  maintenance  of  State 
effort  provision  from  July  1,  1969  to  July  I,  1968, 
and  change  the  effective  date  from  January  1, 
1966,  to  July  1,  1966. 

BUY-IN 

321        (231)       Technical — Corrects  technical  defect  in  House 
biU. 

321        (232)       Technical— Renumbering. 


REQUIRED  SERVICES — MEDICAID 

323  (233)  Committee  amendment — Under  current  law, 
States  must  provide  at  least  five  basic  services: 
inpatient  hospital  services,  outpatient  hospital 
services,  other  laboratory  and  X-ray  services, 
skilled  nursing  home  services,  and  physician's 
services.  States  may  select  a  number  of  other 
items  from  an  additional  list  in  the  law.  House 
bill  provided  that  a  State,  as  an  alternative  to  the 
basic  five  items  of  services,  might  select  any  seven 
of  the  first  14  services  listed  in  the  law.  Senate 
amendment  would  apply  only  to  the  medically 
indigent  and  would  allow  States  to  select  either 
the  first  five,  or  at  least  seven  out  of  14,  services 
authorized  under  present  law,  except  that  if  nurs- 
ing home  or  hospital  care  services  are  selected,  a 
State  must  also  provide  physician's  services  in 
those  institutions.  The  effect  of  Senate  amend- 
ment is  to  continue  to  provide  the  five  basic  serv- 
ices to  cash  assistance  recipients.  Subsequent  to 
July  1,  1970,  a  State  would  be  required  to  also 
provide  home  health  services  for  its  assistance 
recipients  who  are  eligible  for  skilled  nursing  home 
care. 


REASONABLE  COST  FOR  NURSING  HOMES 

Miller  floor  amendment — Provides  that,  effec- 
tive July  1,  1970,  States  must  reimburse  for  skilled 
nursing  home  care,  intermediate  care,  and  home 
health  services  on  basis  of  reasonable  costs.  No 
comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 


FREE  CHOICE 

328  (234-235)  Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Long  of  Louisi- 
ana— Specifies  "community  pharmacy"  among 
the  providers  of  services  for  whom  "freedom  of 
choice"  is  assured  to  recipients,  relates  to  amend- 
ment No.  295. 
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DIRECT  BILLING — MEDICAID 


331  (236)  Committee  amendment — House  bill  permits 
States  to  make  payment  directly  to  the  recipient 
for  physicians'  services  with  respect  to  those 
medical  assistance  recipients  who  are  not  also 
receiving  cash  assistance.  Senate  amendment 
would  broaden  the  provision  to  include  dentists 
as  well  as  physicians  and  to  apply  also  to  those 
recipients  who  are  receiving  cash  assistance.  The 
Secretary  would  establish  safeguards  to  assure 
that  charges  by  physicians  to  the  recipients  are 
reasonable  and  to  assure  the  quality  of  the  services. 


CHRISTIAN  SCIENTISTS 


332  (237)  Committee  amendment — Provides  under  medi- 
cal assistance  (title  XIX)  and  the  child  health 
programs  (title  V) ,  that  no  provision  in  such  titles 
would  require  an  individual  to  undergo  medical 
screening,  diagnosis,  or  treatment  where  con- 
tary  to  his  religious  belief,  except  in  cases  in- 
volving infection,  contagious  disease,  or  environ- 
mental health.  No  comparable  provision  in  House 
bill. 


ESSENTIAL  PERSONS 


333  (238)       Committee  amendment — Extends  medical  as- 

sistance to  certain  "essential  persons."  An  "es- 
sential person"  is  defined  as  the  spouse  of  an 
aged,  blind,  or  disabled  recipient  who  is  living 
with  him,  who  is  essential  or  necessary  to  his 
welfare,  and  whose  needs  are  taken  into  account 
in  determining  the  amount  of  his  cash  payment. 
No  comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 

GAO-HEW  AUDIT  AUTHORITY 

334  (239)       Committee    amendment — Makes    clear  that 

auditors  of  the  General  Accounting  Office  and 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
are  authorized,  on  a  spot  check  basis  or  in  cases 
where  there  is  good  cause  to  believe  fraud  may 
be  present,  to  review  records  and  examine  the 
premises  of  providers  of  services  who  receive 
funds  under  medical  assistance  programs  in 
which  there  is  Federal  financial  participation. 
No  comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 
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SKILLED  NURSING  HOME  STANDARDS 


339  (240)  Committee  amendment — Requires  the  States 
to  place  public  assistance  recipients  only  in  those 
nursing  homes  which  are  licensed  as  meeting  cer- 
tain conditions.  The  conditions  include  require- 
ments which  relate  to  environment,  sanitation, 
and  housekeeping  now  applicable  to  extended  care 
facilities  under  medicare,  as  well  as  the  fire  and 
safet}r  standards  of  the  Life  Safety  Code  of  the 
National  Fire  Protection  Association  (unless  the 
Secretary  finds  that  a  State's  existing  fire  code 
is  adequate). 

The  committee  amendment  also  requires  the 
States  to  have  a  professional  medical  audit  pro- 
gram under  which  periodic  medical  evaluations 
of  the  appropriateness  of  the  kind  and  level  of  care 
provided  title  XIX  patients  in  musing  homes  and 
in  mental  hospitals  are  made. 

Effective  July  1,  1970,  States  which  provide 
skilled  nursing  home  care  under  medicaid  will  also 
have  to  provide  home  health  care  services.  No 
comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 


HOSPITAL  DEDUCTIBLE  MEDICAID 


345  (241)       Committee  amendment — Costs  of  hospital  care 

received  by  the  medically  needy  may  be  subject 
to  deductibles  or  other  cost  sharing  if  a  State  so 
desires.  No  comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 

LICENSING  OF  NURSING  HOME  ADMINISTRATORS 

346  (242)       Committee  amendment — Requires  States  to 

license  administrators  of  nursing  homes.  Those 
administrators  currently  operating  homes  who  do 
not  initially  meet  the  standards  for  licensure 
established  by  a  State  would  have  until  July  1, 
1972,  to  qualify.  States  would  be  required  to  offer 
programs  of  training  to  assist  such  administrators 
to  qualify.  A  nine-member  advisory  group,  ap- 
pointed by  the  Secretary  prior  to  July  1,  1968, 
would  study,  develop,  and  advise  the  Secretary 
and  the  States  on  matters  relating  to  the  quali- 
fications, training,  and  other  areas  related  to  a 
proper  program  of  licensure.  (The  advisory 
group  would  terminate  as  of  December  31,  1971.) 
No  comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 
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353 


(243) 


353 


(244) 


Description 
MEDICAL  SAFEGUARD 

Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Ribicoff — Re- 
quires States  to  establish  and  employ  procedures 
designed  to  safeguard  against  unnecessary  utiliza- 
tion of  health  services  under  medicaid.  No  com- 
parable provision  in  House  bill. 

SHELTER  COSTS — MEDICAID 

Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Kennedy  of  New 
York — Permits  States  to  vary  income  standards 
to  take  into  account  variations  between  rural  and 
urban  shelter  costs.  No  comparable  provision  in 
House  bill. 

CHILD  WELFARE  SERVICES 


355  (245-246) 


356 
and 
358 


(247-248; 


Committee  amendment — House  bill  increased 
child  welfare  authorizations  from  $55  million  for 
fiscal  year  1969  to  $100  million,  and  from  $60 
million  for  later  years  to  $110  million.  Committee 
amendment  would  further  increase  these  authori- 
zations to  $125  million  and  $160  million  re- 
spectively. 

Committee  amendment — Adds  a  State  plan 
requirement  to  the  child  welfare  day-care  pro- 
visions for  development  of  arrangements  for  the 
more  effective  involvement  of  parents.  Also,  the 
day-care  standards  in  the  child  welfare  services 
programs  will  be  made  applicable  to  day  care 
provided  to  AFDC  children.  No  comparable  pro- 
vision in  House  bill. 

Committee  amendment — Provides  for  use  of 
subprofessional  staff  people  in  child  welfare  pro- 
grams, conforming  with  amendment  No.  221.  No 
comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 

Committee  amendment — Modifies  House 
amendment  so  that  local  agencies  administering 
State  plan  need  not  have  a  single  organizational 
unit  to  administer  child  welfare  and  AFDC 
services,  conforming  with  amendments  154  and 
155. 

366  (252-253)  Committee  amendment — Would  exempt  from 
single  State  organizational  unit  requirement  any 
State  which  on  the  enactment  date  has  an  agency 
administering  child  welfare  services  which  is 
different  from  the  single  State  agency  administer- 
ing AFDC  (Kentucky  and  Illinois),  conforming 
with  amendment  167. 


359 


(249) 


365  (250-251) 
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DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS 


372  (254)       Committee  amendment — Provides  a  specific 

authorization  for  cooperative  research  and  demon- 
stration grant  programs  for  purposes  related  to 
the  Social  Security  programs.  (This  amendment 
would  not  increase  the  funds  available  for  these 
research  programs.)  No  comparable  provision  in 
House  bill. 

373  (255)       Committee  amendment — Provides  for  $10  mil- 

lion a  year  to  encourage  the  States  to  develop 
demonstrations  in  improved  methods  of  providing 
service  to  recipients  or  in  improved  methods  of 
administration.  House-approved  bill  increased 
this  amount  to  $4  million  annually.  Two  million 
dollars  annually  is  currently  available. 
375  (256)  Technical — Renumbering  and  relettering,  con- 
forming to  work  incentive  program  established 
under  amendment  198. 


WELFARE  ASSISTANCE  STUDY 


378  (257)  Committee  amendment — Directs  the  Secretary 
to  study  and  report  to  the  Congress,  by  July  1, 
1969,  the  extent  to  which  staff  of  welfare  agencies 
are  serving  the  needs  of  assistance  recipients  in 
securing  the  full  benefits  and  protection  of  local, 
State,  and  Federal  laws  relating  to  health,  hous- 
ing, and  related  laws  and  the  degree  to  which 
assistance  recipients  are  helped  to  take  advantage 
of  the  public  welfare  and  other  related  programs 
in  the  community.  No  comparable  provision  in 
House  bill. 


INTERMEDIATE  CARE  FACILITIES 


379  (258)  Committee  amendment — Authorizes  vendor 
payments  for  persons  who  qualify  for  OA  A,  AB,  or 
APTD,  who  are  living  in  facilities  which  provide 
more  than  room  and  board  but  less  service  than 
skilled  nursing  homes.  Federal  sharing  for  pay- 
ments for  care  in  those  institutions  would  be  at  the 
same  rate  as  for  medical  assistance  under  title 
XIX.  Such  homes  would  have  to  meet  standards 
of  safety  and  sanitation  comparable  to  those 
required  for  nursing  homes  in  a  given  State.  No 
comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 
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TITLE    III  — CHILD  HEALTH 


APPROPRIATIONS 


382-384  (259-263)  Committee  amendment — The  House-approved 
bill  combined  existing  authorizations  for  maternal 
and  child  health  for  totals  of  $250,000,000  for 
fiscal  year  1969,  $275,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1970, 
$300,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1971,  $325,000,000 
for  fiscal  year  1972,  and  $350,000,000  for  later 
years.  These  figures  would  be  increased  by 
$30,000,000  in  1970  and  $60,000,000  for  later 
years,  with  an  eventual  20  percent  of  all  maternal 
and  child  health  funds  earmarked  for  family 
planning  purposes. 
388  (264)  Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Miller — Con- 
forming with  amendment  No.  233  with  respect  to 
reasonable  costs  for  nursing  homes. 

OPTOMETRISTS 

390      (264a,       Committee  amendment — Assures  persons  re- 
265-266)    ceiving  services  under  child  health  programs 
freedom  to  utilize  the  services  of  optometrists 
when  appropriate. 

VOLUNTARY  FAMILY  PLANNING 

395  (267)  Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Tydings — Lan- 
guage added  to  clarify  that  the  acceptance  of 
family  planning  services  would  be  voluntary  and 
not  a  requisite  for  the  receipt  of  assistance.  Con- 
forms with  similar  provision  in  the  AFDC  pro- 
gram. 

HEALTH  PERSONNEL  TRAINING 

399  (268)  Committee  amendment — Amends  child  health 
training  provisions  so  that  "special  attention" 
rather  than  "priority"  shall  be  given  to  undergrad- 
uate training. 

CHRISTIAN  SCIENTISTS 

401  (269-270)  Committee  amendment — Conforms  with 
amendment  No.  237. 


SUBPROFESSIONAL  STAFF 

403  (271)  Committee  amendment — Conforms  with 
amendment  No.  221. 

CRIPPLED  CHILDREN'S  PROGRAM 

403  (272)  Committee  amendment — Requires  that  the 
Children's  Bureau  administer  the  crippled  chil- 
dren's program.  Under  a  recent  HEW  reorganiza- 
tion this  program  would  be  administered  by  the 
rehabilitation  administration.  No  comparable 
provision  in  House  bill. 
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REPORT  SUBMISSION  DATE 


404  (273)  Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Ribicoff — Ex- 
tends for  1  year  time  for  submitting  report  of 
Joint  Commission  on  Mental  Health  of  Children. 

404       (274)  Technical — Renumbering. 

TITLE   IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 


REIMBURSEMENT    EXPERIMENTATION  HEALTH 

PROGRAMS 


406-407  (275-281)  Committee  amendment — Modifies  House  pro- 
vision which  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  experi- 
ment on  a  voluntary  basis  with  various  methods 
of  reimbursement  to  organizations  and  institu- 
tions participating  under  medicare,  medicaid,  and 
the  child  health  programs  which  would  provide 
incentives  for  limiting  costs  of  the  program  while 
maintaining  quality  care.  Under  the  Senate  bill, 
the  authorization  would  also  cover  similar  ex- 
periments with  respect  to  physicians'  services. 


FAMILY  AND  CHILD  ALLOWANCE  STUDY 

412  (282)       Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Kennedy  of 

Massachusetts — Requires  Secretary  of  Labor  to 
study  and  report  to  the  President  and  the  Congress 
on  various  proposals  for  family  and  child  allow- 
ances. No  comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 

TITLE   V— MISCELLANEOUS 
PROVISIONS 

413  (283)       Technical— Identifies  new  title. 


MEDICAL  EXPENSE  DEDUCTION 


413  (284)  Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Smathers — 
Restores  pre-1967  full  deduction  for  medical 
expenses  for  persons  aged  65  and  over.  Committee 
had  provided  the  deduction  but  only  if  the 
persons  aged  65  and  over  elected  to  forgo  their 
rights  to  all  medicare  benefits.  No  comparable 
provision  in  House  bill. 


HOSPITAL  JOINT  ENTERPRISES 


415  (285)  Committee  amendment — Extends  tax-exempt 
status  to  a  joint  enterprise  organized  and  operated 
on  a  cooperative  basis  by  tax-exempt  or  govern- 
mentally  owned  hospitals  to  perform  joint  services 
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415  (285)  solely  for  them.  No  comparable  provision  in 
House  bill. 

AMISH 

417  (286)  Committee  amendment — -Permits  members  of  a 
religious  sect  opposed  to  social  insurance  addi- 
tional time  to  file  applications  for  exemption  from 
the  self-employment  tax.  No  comparable  provi- 
sion in  House  bill. 


FISHING  BOATS  AND  TRUCKERS 


419  (287)  Committee  amendment — Fixes  rules  under 
which  a  trucker  or  owner  of  a  fishing  vessel  would 
usually  be  treated  as  the  employer  of  truckloaders 
and  unloaders  and  certain  commercial  fishermen 
for  employment  tax  purposes.  No  comparable 
provision  in  House  bill. 


HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TAX  REFUNDS 


425  (288)  Committee  amendment — Entitles  persons  em- 
ployed under  social  security  and  railroad  retire- 
ment programs  who  pay  hospital  insurance  con- 
tributions under  both  programs  on  earnings  in 
excess  of  the  taxable  wage  base  to  a  refund  of  the 
excess  contributions.  No  comparable  provision  in 
House  bill. 


BLUE  CROSS  AND  BLUE  SHIELD 


427  (289)  Committee  amendment — Authorizes  the  Treas- 
ury Department  upon  the  request  of  two  or 
more  tax-exempt  organizations  each  of  which  are 
provided  with  services  by  the  employees  of 
one,  to  designate  which  organization  is  to  be 
considered  the  employer  for  purposes  of  employ- 
ment taxes  and  pension  plans.  No  comparable 
provision  in  House  bill. 


REPATRIATED  AMERICANS 


428  (290)  Committee  amendment — Extends  to  July  1, 
1969,  provision  of  present  law  providing  aid  to 
repatriated  Americans.  No  comparable  provision 
in  House  bill. 

VETERANS 

428  (291)  Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Prouty — Provides 
that  for  purposes  of  determining  entitlement  to  a 
benefit  under  veterans'  law,  any  increase  in  social 
security  benefits  as  a  result  of  the  1967  amend- 
ments will  not  be  counted  as  income.  No  com- 
parable provision  in  House  bill. 
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Bill  Amend- 

page         ment  Description 


No. 


INTEREST  RATES — SAVINGS  BONDS 


429  (292)       Floor   amendment   by  Senator  Williams  of 

Delaware — Removes  ceiling  on  interest  paid  on 
Series  E  Government  savings  bonds.  No  com- 
parable provision  in  House  bill. 

FOSTER  CARE 

430  (293)       Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Williams  of  New 

Jersey — Provides  variable  Federal  matching  for 
foster  care  up  to  $50,  for  non-AFDC  cases.  No 
comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 

EMPLOYMENT  TAX  RETIREMENT  PLANS 

442  (294)  Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Bennett — Ex- 
cludes from  definition  of  wages  subject  to  em- 
ployment taxes  certain  payments  under  plans 
established  by  the  employer  and  made  to  the 
employee  or  his  dependent  upon  retirement, 
death,  or  disability.  No  comparable  provision  in 
House  bill. 

DRUG  QUALITY  AND  COSTS — WELFARE  AND  MEDI- 
CARE 

444  (295)  Floor  amendment  by  Senator  Long  of  Louisi- 
ana— Provides,  through  use  of  a  formulary 
committee,  for  determining  those  drugs  appro- 
priate for  Federal  payment  or  matching  under  the 
public  assistance  and  medicare  programs.  The 
amendment  includes  provisions  establishing 
mechanisms  for  assuring  drug  quality  and  deter- 
mining reasonable  reimbursement. 

Federal  matching  would  be  limited  (effective 
July  1,  1970)  to  the  range  of  wholesale  prices 
charged  for  a  representative  and  generally  avail- 
able selection  of  different  manufacturer's  products 
of  a  drug  included  in  the  formulary.  The  top  of 
such  range  would  be  the  amount  allowable 
toward  the  cost  of  higher  priced  products  of  the 
same  drug. 

The  limitation  would  not  apply  with  respect 
to  (1)  hospitals  using  approved  formulary  sys- 
tems; (2)  prescriptions  hand  written  by  a  physi- 
cian for  a  particular  drug  product  prescribed  by 
its  generic  name  plus  the  name  of  the  manufac- 
turer; (3)  sole  source  drugs  (included  in  the 
formulary) ;  and  (4)  drug  products  which  have 
distinct  demonstrated  therapeutic  advantages 
over  other  standard  products  of  the  same  drug. 
No  comparable  provision  in  House  bill. 
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COSTS 

OLD-AGE,    SURVIVORS,    AND    DISABILITY  INSUR- 
ANCE 

Estimated  additional  OASDI  benefit  payments  in  calendar  years  1968,  1969,  and 

1972  under  House  bill 


[In  millions] 


Item 

1968 

1969 

1972 

General  benefit  increase    

$2, 117 
5 
39 
64 
53 
45 
140 

$2,948 
7 
43 
89 
72 
63 
221 

$3,328 
5 
25 
100 
77 
72 
244 

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  insured..  

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  noninsured  

Liberalized  benefits  with  respect  to  women  workers  

Special  disability  insured  status  under  age  31...  

Disabled  widow's  benefits  at  age  50     

Earnings  test  liberalization    ._  _  ... 

Total  

2,463 

3,443 

3,851 

Note. — It  is  assumed  that  the  general  benefit  increase  and  all  other  changes  except  the  earnings  test  liber- 
alization are  effective  for  March  1968  (with  1st  payment  in  next  month). 

Estimated  additional  OASDI  benefit  payments  in  calendar  years  1968,  1969,  and  1972 
under  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill 

[In  millions] 

Item 

1968 

1969 

1972 

General  benefit  increase  >_    

$3, 057 
16 

140 
67 
55 
62 

140 

$4,  245 
20 
156 
92 
74 
90 
450 
555 
165 
8 

$4, 789 
15 
89 
103 
79 
103 
691 
522 
210 
10 

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  insured  1  

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  noninsured  1  

Liberalized  benefits  with  respect  to  women  workers  1  . .  

Special  disability  insured  status  under  age  31  1    

Disabled  widow's  benefits  1                            .              .  _  . 

Earnings  test  liberalization               .  ..  ...    

Reduction  of  minimum  eligibility  age  from  62  to  60  2.  

Special  benefits  for  blind  persons  2   

Child  disability  benefits  for  those  disabled  at  ages  18  to  21 1  

Total  

6 

3,543 

5,855 

6, 611 

1  Effective  for  March  1968  (1st  payment  in  next  month). 

2  Effective  for  December  1968  (1st  payment  in  next  month). 

Estimated  additional  OASDI  benefit  payments  in  calendar  years  1968,  1969,  and 

1972  under  Senate  bill 

[In  millions] 

Item 

1968 

1969 

1972 

General  benefit  increase  1    

$3,057 
16 

140 
67 
55 
93 

770 

$4,  245 
20 
156 
92 
74 
135 
1,215 
555 
182 
8 
42 
129 

$4, 789 
15 
89 

103 
79 

155 
1,341 

522 

231 
10 
55 

291 

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  insured  !.  ._    .  _     

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  noninsured  '..    

Liberalized  benefits  with  respect  to  women  workers  1  

Special  disability  insured  status  under  age  31 1   . 

Disabled  widow's  benefits  1   .  

Earnings  test  liberalization   .   

Reduction  of  minimum  eligibility  age  from  62  to  60  2  

Special  benefits  for  blind  persons  2                    .  ..   

Child  disability  benefits  for  those  disabled  at  ages  18  to  21 

Mother's  and  wife's  benefits  for  children  in  high  school 3  

Elimination  of  new  definition  of  disability  4...  .  

Total  -  

6 
29 
70 

4,303 

6, 853 

7,680 

1  Effective  for  March  1968  (1st  payment  in  uext  month). 

2  Effective  for  December  1968  (1st  payment  in  next  month). 

3  Effective  for  2d  month  after  month  of  enactment  (1st  payment  in  next  month). 

4  The  cost  of  the  elimination  of  the  new  special  definition  of  disability  for  widow's  (and  widower's)  bene- 
fits is. included  in  the  figure  for  disabled  widow's  benefits,  above. 
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Changes  in  actuarial  balance  of  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system, 
expressed  in  terms  of  estimated  level  cost  as  percentage  of  taxable  payroll,  by  type 
of  change,  moving  from  present  law  to  Senate  bill,  based  on  3.75  percent  interest 


[In  percent] 


Item 

Old-age  and 

Disability 

Total 

survivors 

insurance 

system 

insurance 

Actuarial  balance  of  present  system   

+0.89 

-0 

15 

+0. 74 

Increase  in  earnings  base    

+.  21 

+ 

02 

+.23 

Earnings  test  liberalization   

-.06 

P) 

-.06 

  03 

P) 

  03 

Special  disability  insured  status  at  age  31  _  _   

02 

-.02 

Liberalized  benefits  with  respect  to  women  workers   

-.07 

P) 

-.07 

Benefit  formula  change    

-.89 

10 

-.99 

Revised  contribution  schedule   -    

-.01 

+ 

25 

+.24 

Actuarial  balance  under  House  bill   

+.04 

.00 

+.04 

Further  increase  in  earning*  base  . .   

+  .27 

+ 

02 

+.29 

Further  liberalization  of  earnings  test   

-.11 

P) 

-.11 

Liberalization  of  disabled  widow's  benefits  

-.03 

P) 

-.03 

Special  benefits  for  blind  persons...       .  ..   

P) 

05 

-.05 

Reduction  of  minimum  eligibility  age  from  62  to  60  .    .  _  __ 

P) 

P) 

P) 

Liberalization  of  benefit  formula  change  

-.33 

02 

-.35 

Further  revision  of  contribution  schedule.   

+.11 

00 

+.11 

Actuarial  balance  under  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill. 

-.05 

05 

-.10 

Further  liberalization  of  earnings  test   

-.17 

P) 

—.17 

Liberalization  of  special  benefits  for  blind  persons  .      ..  . 

P) 

01 

-.01 

Mother's  and  wife's  benefits  for  children  in  high  school  

-.01 

P) 

-.01 

Elimination  of  new  definition  of  disability  

-.03 

10 

-.13 

Actuarial  balance  under  senate  bill.  

-.26 

16 

-.42 

1  Less  than  0.005  percent. 

2  Not  applicable  in  this  program. 


HOSPITAL  INSURANCE 

Level-cost  analysis  for  hospital  insurance  trust  fund  under  various  versions  of  bill 


[In  percent  of  taxable  payroll] 


Bill 

Level  cost  of 
benefits  1 

Level  equiva- 
lent of  con- 
tributions 

Actuarial 
balance 

Present  law,  original  estimate  .      

Present  law,  revised  estimate   

House  bill    

1.23 
1.54 
1.41 
1.23 
1.30 

1.23 
1.23 
1.41 
1.34 
1.34 

0 

-.31 
0 

+•  11 
+.04 

Senate  Finance  Committee  bill  

Senate  bill  

1  Including  administrative  expenses. 

Changes  in  actuarial  balance  of  hospital  insurance  system,  expressed  in  terms  of 
estimated  level  cost  as  percent  of  taxable  payroll,  by  type  of  change,  intermediate-cost 
estimate,  present  law  and  bill,  based  on  3.75  percent  interest 

[In  percent] 

Item 

House 
bill 

Senate 
Finance 
Committee 
bill 

Senate 
bill 

Actuarial  balance  of  present  system  

-0.31 

-0.31 

-0.31 

Increase  in  taxable  earnings  base    

Revised  contribution  schedule   

Transfer  of  outpatient  diagnostic  benefits  to  SMI              .  .. 

Further  hospital  benefits  bevond  90  days  .   

Modified  reimbursement  basis      

+.12 
+.  18 
+.01 

P) 
P) 

+.31 
+.11 
+.  01 
-.01 

P) 

+.31 
+.  11 
+.01 
-.01 
-.07 

Total  effect  of  changes  in  bill   

Actuarial  balance  under  bill  

+.31 

+.42 

+.35 

0 

+.11 

+.04 

1  Less  than  0.005  percent. 

2  Not  contained  in  this  version  of  bill. 
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OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE- 
HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  BENEFIT  OUTGO-CONTRIBU- 
TION INCOME 

[In  billions] 


Contribu- 

Benefit 

Excess  of 

Basis 

tion  income 

outgo 

contributions 

over  benefits 

Calendar  year  1968: 

Present  law    

$29.6 

$25.5 

$4.1 

House  bill: 

If  effective  for  all  12  months.  _  

30.8 

28.7 

2.1 

If  effective  for  last  9  months  only   

30.8 

27.9 

2.9 

Senate  Finance  Committee  bilL__   

31.2 

29.0 

2.2 

Senate  bill_  _    

31.2 

29.9 

1.3 

Calendar  year  1969: 

Present  law    

33.7 

26.9 

6.8 

House  bill.    _.. 

34.9 

30.3 

4.6 

Senate  Finance  Committee  bill   

36.3 

32.7 

3.6 

Senate  bill   

36.3 

34.0 

2.3 

'  So  that  benefit  increase  would  be  effective  for  March  (as  in  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill  and 
Senate  bill) . 


SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 


Item  Cost 
Changes  made  by  House  bill: 

Nonprofessional  component  of  outpatient  diagnostic  services   $0.  12 

Elimination  of  cost-sharing  for  inpatient  pathology  and  radiology   .  20 


Total,  House  bill   .  32 


Additional  changes  made  by  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill: 

Chiropractor  services   .  20 

Extending  coverage  of  physical  therapy  services  benefits   .  05 


Total,  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill   .  57 


The  cost  of  covering  the  services  of  clinical  psychologists  (even 
though  without  referral  of  a  physician  and  not  billed  through  a 
physician) — as  added  by  the  Senate  bill — is  estimated  at  $0.01  per 
month  per  capita  or  less  (taking  into  account  that  the  same  special 
cost-sharing  and  maximum-benefit  provisions  would  be  applicable  as 
relate  to  services  of  psychiatrists) .  The  cost  of  covering  certain  limited 
services  furnished  by  podiatrists  (as  provided  under  all  three  versions 
of  the  bill)  and  by  optometrists  (as  provided  under  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee  and  Senate  versions)  would  similarly  be  very  small. 

The  total  cost  of  $0.57  per  month  per  capita  relative  to  the  current 
$6  monthly  premium  rate  will  probably  be  increased  to  about  $0.71 
when  the  likely  increase  in  the  standard  premium  rate  for  the  period 
after  March  1968  is  taken  into  account.  This  total  cost  of  $0.71  per 
month  per  capita  is  equivalent  to  an  annual  cost  of  $153  million  with 
respect  to  18  million  participants  (half  of  which  cost  comes  from  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury). 
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Fiscal  year 
1972 

1,837 
3,118 
1,776 

6,731 

Fiscal  year 
1971 

1,741 
2,690 
1,750 

6, 181 

Fiscal  year 
1970 

1,647 
2,289 
1,725 

5,661 

Fiscal  year 
1969 

1,555 
1,913 
1,700 

5, 168 

Fiscal  year 
1968 

1,462 
1,391 
1,647 

4,500 
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MEDICAL  EXPENSE  DEDUCTION 

The  Medical  expense  deduction  would  decrease  income  tax  collec- 
tions by  $210  million  in  each  of  the  next  5  years. 

VETEKANS 

Excluding  the  social  security  benefit  increases  from  veterans' 
incomes  would  increase  veterans'  benefit  payments  by  $90  million 
in  1968. 

O 


90th  Congress  )   HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Eeport 
1st  Session       \  |    No.  1030 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 


December  11,  1967. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Mills,  from  the  committee  of  conference, 
submitted  the  following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  12080] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to 
amend  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an  increase  in  benefits  under 
the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system,  to  provide 
benefits  for  additional  categories  of  individuals,  to  improve  the  public 
assistance  program  and  programs  relating  to  the  welfare  and  health 
of  children,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free 
conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their 
respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amendments  numbered  16,  17,  18, 
19,  20,  21,  22,  23,  24,  28,  29,  31,  32,  33,  34,  36,  38,  40,  42,  43,  62,  84, 
85,  86,  89,  93,  94,  95,  110,  111,  112,  113,  114,  119,  142,  144,  154,  155, 
170,  171,  172,  175,  176,  177,  178,  179,  181,  182,  183,  185,  189,  192, 
197,  200,  207,  216,  222,  239,  245,  246,  250,  251,  254,  255,  257,  259, 
260,  261,  262,  264,  272,  284,  285,  287,  289,  291,  292,  293,  and  295. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  numbered  4,  44,  45,  46,  47,  48,  49,  56,  57,  58,  59,  60, 
61,  63,  64,  65,  66,  67,  68,  69,  70,  71,  72,  73,  75,  76,  78,  79,  81,  82,  83, 
101,  102,  104,  106,  108,  115,  117,  118,  130,  131,  133,  147,  148,  149, 
150,  151,  152,  153,  156,  159,  160,  161,  162,  163,  164,  165,  166,  168, 
169,  173,  174,  187,  188,  193,  194,  195,  196,  199,  201,  202,  203,  204, 
205,  206,  208,  209,  210,  211,  212,  215,  217,  218,  219,  220,  227,  228, 
229,  230,  232,  234,  235,  237,  238,  247,  248,  249,  252,  256,  264a,  265, 
267,  268,  269,  270,  271,  274,  277,  278,  279,  280,  281,  and  283,  and 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1: 

That  the  House^  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 
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In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following: 

TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 

TITLE  I— OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  DISABILITY,  AND  HEALTH 

INSURANCE 

Part  1 — Benefits  Under  the  Old-Age,  Survivors,  and  Disability 
Insurance  Program 

Sec.  101.  Ivcrease  in  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  benefits. 

Sec.  102.  Increase  in  benefits  for  certain  individuals  age  72  and  over. 

Sec.  103.  Maximum  amount  of  a  wife's  or  husband's  insurance  benefit. 

Sec.  104-  Benefits  to  disabled  widows  and  widowers. 

Sec.  105.  Insured  status  for  younger  disabled  workers. 

Sec.  106.  Benefits  in  case  of  members  of  the  uniformed  services. 

Sec.  107.  Liberalization  of  earnings  test. 

Sec.  108.  Increase  of  earnings  counted  for  benefit  and  tax  purposes. 

Sec.  109.  Changes  in  tax  schedules. 

Sec.  110.  Allocation  to  disability  insurance  trust  fund. 

Sec.  111.  Extension  of  time  for  filing  application  for  disability  freeze  where  failure 

to  make  timely  application  is  due  to  incompetency. 

Sec.  112.  Benefits  for  certain  adopted  children. 

Part  2 — Coverage  Under  the  Old-Age,  Survivors,  and  Disability 
Insurance  Program 

Sec.  115.  Coverage  of  ministers. 

Sec.  116.  Coverage  of  State  and  local  employees. 

Sec.  117.  Inclusion  of  Illinois  among  States  permitted  to  divide  their  retirement 
systems. 

Sec.  118.  Taxation  of  certain  earnings  of  retired  partner. 

Sec.  119.  Inclusion  of  Puerto  Rico  among  States  permitted  to  include  firemen  and 

policemen;  validation  of  certain  past  coverage  in  the  State  of  Nebraska. 
Sec.  120.  Coverage  of  firemen's  positions  pursuant  to  a  State  agreement. 
Sec.  121.  Validation  of  coverage  erroneously  reported. 

Sec.  122.  Coverage  of  fees  of  State  and  local  government  employees  as  self-employment 
income. 

Sec.  123.  Family  employment  in  a  private  home. 

Sec.  124-  Termination  of  coverage  of  employees  of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
Authority. 

Part  3 — Health  Insurance  Benefits 

Sec.  125.  Method  of  payment  to  physicians  under  supplementary  medical  insurance 
program. 

Sec.  126.  Elimination  of  requirement  of  physician  certification  in  case  of  certain 
hospital  services. 

Sec.  127.  Inclusion  of  podiatrists'  services  under  supplementary  medical  insurance 
program. 

Sec.  128.  Exclusion  of  certain  services. 

Sec.  129.  Transfer  of  all  outpatient  hospital  services  to  supplementary  medical  in- 
surance program. 

Sec.  130.  Billing  by  hospital  for  services  furnished  to  outpatients. 

Sec.  131.  Payment  of  reasonable  charges  for  radiological  or  pathological  services 
furnished  by  certain  physicians  to  hospital  inpatients. 

Sec.  132.  Payment  for  purchase  of  durable  medical  equipment. 

Sec.  133.  Payment  for  physical  therapy  services  furnished  to  outpatients. 

Sec.  134-  Payment  for  certain  portable  X-ray  services. 

Sec.  136.  Blood  deductibles. 

Sec.  136.  Enrollment  under  supplementary  medical  insurance  program  based  on 

alleged  date  of  attaining  age  66. 
Sec.  137.  Extension  by  60  days  during  individual's  lifetime  of  maximum  duration 

of  benefits  for  inpatient  hospital  services. 
Sec.  138.  Limitation  on  special  reduction  in  allowable  days  of  inpatient  hospital 
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Sec.  139.  Transitional  provision  on  eligibility  of  •presently  uninsured  individuals  for 

hospital  insurance  benefits. 
Sec.  140.  Advisory  Council  to  study  coverage  of  the  disabled  under  title  XVIII  of 

the  Social  Security  Act. 
Sec.  141.  Study  to  determine  feasibility  of  inclusion  of  certain  additional  services 

under  part  B  of  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 
Sec.  142.  Provisions  for  benefits  under  part  A  of  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security 

Act  for  services  to  patients  admitted  prior  to  1968  to  certain  hospitals. 
Sec.  143.  Payments  for  emergency  hospital  services. 

Sec.  I44.  Payment  under  supplementary  medical  insurance  program  for  certain 

inpatient  ancillary  services. 
Sec.  145.  General  enrollment  period  under  title  XVIII. 

Sec.  146.  Elimination  of  special  reduction  in  allowable  days  of  inpatient  hospital 
services  for  patients  in  tuberculosis  hospitals. 

Part  4 — Miscellaneous  and  Technical  Amendments 

Sec.  150.  Eligibility  of  adopted  child  for  monthly  benefits. 

Sec.  151.  Criteria  for  determining  child's  dependency  on  mother. 

Sec.  152.  Recovery  of  overpayments. 

Sec.  153.  Benefits  paid  on  basis  of  erroneous  reports  of  death  in  military  service. 
Sec.  154-  Underpayments. 

Sec.  155.  Simplification  of  computation  of  primary  insurance  amount  and  quarters 

of  coverage  in  case  of  1937-1950  wages. 
Sec.  156.  Definitions  of  widow,  widower,  and  stepchild. 

Sec.  157.  Husband's  and  widower's  insurance  benefits  without  requirement  of  wife's 

currently  insured  status. 
Sec.  168.  Definition  of  disability. 

Sec.  159.  Disability  benefits  affected  by  receipt  of  workmen's  compensation. 
Sec.  160.  Extension  of  time  for  filing  reports  of  earnings. 

Sec.  161.  Penalties  for  failure  to  file  timely  reports  of  earnings  and  other  events. 
Sec.  162.  Limitation  on  payment  of  benefits  to  aliens  outside  the  United  States. 
Sec.  163.  Benefits  for  certain  children. 

Sec.  164-  Transfer  to  Health  Insurance  Benefits  Advisory  Council  of  National 
Medical  Review  Committee  functions;  increase  in  Council's  membership. 
Sec.  165.  Advisory  Council  on  Social  Security. 

Sec.  166.  Reimbursement  of  civil  service  retirement  annuitants  for  certain  premium 

payments  under  supplementary  medical  insurance  program. 
Sec.  167.  Appropriations  to  supplementary  medical  insurance  trust  fund. 
Sec.  168.  Disclosure  to  courts  of  whereabouts  of  certain  individuals. 
Sec.  169.  Reports  of  boards  of  trustees  to  Congress. 
Sec.  170.  General  saving  provision. 
Sec.  171.  Expedited  benefit  parpnents. 
Sec.  172.  Definition  of  blindness. 
Sec.  173.  Attorneys  fees  for  claimants. 

TITLE  II— PUBLIC  WELFARE  AMENDMENTS 

Part  1 — Public  Assistance  Amendments 

Sec.  201.  Programs  of  services  furnished  to  families  with  dependent  children. 

Sec.  202.  Earnings  exemption  for  recipients  of  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children. 

Sec.  203.  Dependent  children  of  unemployed  fathers. 

Sec.  204-  Work  incentive  program  for  recipients  of  aid  under  part  A  of  title  TV. 
Sec.  205.  Federal  participation  in  payments  for  foster  care  of  certain  dependent 
children. 

Sec.  206.  Emergency  assistance  for  certain  needy  families  with  children. 
Sec.  207.  Protective  payments  and  vendor  payments  with  respect  to  dependent  children. 
Sec.  208.  Limitation  on  number  of  children  with  respect  to  whom  Federal  payments 
may  be  made. 

Sec.  209.  Federal  participation  in  payments  for  repairs  to  home  owned  by  recipient 
of  aid  or  assistance. 

Sec.  210.  Use  of  subprofessional  staff  and  volunteers  in  providing  services  to  indi- 
viduals applying  for  and  receiving  assistance. 
Sec.  211.  Location  of  certain  parents  who  desert  or  abandon  dependent  children. 
Sec.  212.  Provision  of  services  by  others  than  a  State. 

Sec.  213.  Authority  to  disregard  additional  income  of  recipients  of  public  assistance. 


4 


Part  2 — Medical  Assistance  Amendments 

Sec.  220.  Limitation  on  Federal  participation  in  medical  assistance. 
Sec.  221.  Maintenance  of  State  effort. 

Sec.  222.  Coordination  of  title  XIX  and  the  supplementary  medical  insurance 
program. 

Sec.  223.  Modification  of  comparability  provisions. 

Sec.  224-  Required  services  under  State  medical  assistance  plan. 

Sec.  225.  Extent  of  Federal  financial  participation  in  certain  administrative  expenses. 

Sec.  226.  Advisory  council  on  medical  assistance. 

Sec.  227.  Free  choice  by  individuals  eligible  for  medical  assistance. 

Sec.  228.  Utilisation  of  State  facilities  to  provide  consultative  services  to  institutions 

furnishing  medical  care. 
Sec.  229.  Payments  for  services  and  care  by  a  third  party. 
Sec.  230.  L  irect  payments  to  certain  recipients  of  medical  assistance. 
Sec.  231.  Late  on  which  State  plans  under  title  XIX  must  meet  certain  financial 

participation  requirements. 
Sec.  232.  Observance  of  religious  beliefs. 

Sec.  233.  Coverage  under  title  XIX  of  certain  spouses  of  individuals  receiving  cash 

welfare  aid  or  assistance. 
Sec.  234-  Standards  for  skilled  nursing  homes  furnishing  services  under  State  plans 

approved  under  title  XIX. 
Sec.  285.  Cost  sharing  and  similar  charges  with  respect  to  inpatient  hospital  services 

furnished  under  title  XIX. 
Sec.  236.  State  plan  requirements  regarding  licensing  of  administrators  of  skilled 

nursing  homes  furnishing  services  under  Stale  plans  approved  under 

title  XIX. 

Sec.  237.  Unitization  of  care  and  services  furnished  under  title  XIX. 

Sec.  238.  Differences  in  standards  with  respect  to  income  eligibility  under  title  XIX . 

Part  8 — Child-Welfare  Services  Amendments 

Sec.  240.  Inclusion  of  child-welfare  services  in  title  TV. 
Sec.  241-  Conforming  amendments. 

Part  4 — Miscellaneous  and  Technical  Amendments 
Sec.  245.  Partial  payments  to  States. 

Sec.  246.  Contracts  for  cooperative  research  or  demonstration  projects. 

Sec.  247.  Permanent  authority  to  support  demonstration  projects. 

Sec.  248.  Special  provisions  relating  to  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam. 

Sec.  24-9.  Approval  of  certain  projects. 

Sec.  250.  Assistance  in  the  form  of  institutional  services  in  intermediate  care  facilities. 
TITLE  III— IMPROVEMENT  OF  CHILD  HEALTH 

Sec.  301.  Consolidation  of  separate  programs  under  title  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 
Sec.  302.  Conforming  amendments. 

Sec.  303.  1968  authorization  for  maternity  and  infant  care  projects. 
Sec.  304.  Use  of  subprofessional  staff  and  volunteers. 
Sec.  805.  Extension  of  due  date  for  child  menial  health  report. 
Sec.  806.  Short  title. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  401-  Social  work  manpower  and  training. 

Sec.  402.  Incentives  for  economy  while  maintaining  or  improving  quality  in  the 

provision  of  health  services. 
Sec.  403.  Changes  to  reflect  codification  of  title  6,  United  States  Code. 
Sec.  404-  Meaning  of  Secretary. 

Sec.  405.  Study  of  retirement  test  and  of  drug  standards  and  coverage. 

TITLE  V— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  Extension  of  period  for  filing  application  for  exemption  by  members  of 

religious  groups  opposed  to  insurance. 
Sec.  502.  Refund  of  certain  overpayments  by  employees  of  hospital  insurance  tax. 
Sec.  503.  Extension  of  lime  to  provide  assistance  for  United  States  citizens  returned 

from  foreign  countries. 


5 

Sec.  504.  Exclusion  from  definition  of  wages  of  certain  retirement,  etc.,  -payments 
under  employer-established  plans. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment  numbered  2 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following: 


••TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY 

BENEFITS 


"I 

(Primary  insurance  benefit 
under  1939  Act,  as  modi- 
fied) 

II 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount 
under  1966 
Ad) 

III 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

IV 

(Primary  in- 
surance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum  family 
benefits) 

If  an  individual's  primary 
insurance  benefit   (as  de- 
termined   under  subsec. 
id))  is 

Or  his 
primary 
insurance 
amount 
(as  deter- 
mined 
under 
subsec. 
(c))  is— 

Or  his  average  monthly  wage 
(as    determined  under 
subsec.  (b))  is — 

The  amount 
referred  to  in 
the  preceding 
paragraphs 
of  this  sub- 
section shall 
be— 

And  the  maximum 
amount  of  bene- 
fits payable  (as 
provided  in  sec. 
203(a))  on  the 
basis  of  his  wages 
and  self-employ- 
ment income 
shall  be — 

At  least— 

But  not 
more  than — 

At  least — 

But  not 
more  than — 

$16.60 

$48.00 

#74 

$55.00 

$82.60 

or  less 

$15.61 

16.20 

49.00 

$76 

76 

66.40 

83.10 

16.Hl 

16.84 

60.00 

77 

78 

66.60 

84.80 

16.85 

17.60 

51.00 

79 

80 

67.70 

86.60 

17. 61 

18. 40 

62.00 

81 

81 

68.80 

88.20 

18.il 

19.24 

53.00 

82 

83 

69.90 

89.90 

19.25 

20.00 

64.00 

84 

86 

61.10 

91.70 

20.01 

20.64 

66.00 

86 

87 

62.20 

93.30 

20.65 

21.28 

66.00 

88 

89 

6S.S0 

95.00 

21.29 

21.88 

67.00 

90 

90 

64.60 

96.80 

21.89 

22.28 

68.00 

91 

92 

66.60 

98.40 

22.29 

22.68 

69.00 

93 

94 

66.70 

100.10 

22.69 

23.08 

60.00 

96 

96 

67.80 

101. 70 

2S.09 

23.44 

61.00 

97 

97 

69.00 

103. 60 

2S.  45 

23.76 

62.10 

98 

99 

70.20 

106. SO 

23.77 

24.20 

63.20 

100 

101 

71.60 

107.  SO 

24.21 

24. 60 

64.20 

102 

102 

72.60 

108.90 

24.61 

25.00 

65.30 

103 

104 

73.80 

110.70 

25,01 

25. 48 

66.40 

105 

106 

76. 10 

112.70 

25.49 

25.92 

67.50 

107 

107 

76.30 

114-60 

25.93 

26.40 

68.60 

108 

109 

77.60 

116.30 

26.41 

26.94 

69.60 

110 

US 

78.70 

118.10 

26.95 

27. 46 

70.70 

m 

118 

79.90 

119.90 

27.47 

28.00 

71.70 

119 

122 

81.10 

121.70 

28.01 

28.68 

72.80 

123 

127 

82.30 

123. 60 

28.69 

29.25 

73.90 

128 

132 

83.60 

125.40 

29.26 

29.68 

74-90 

133 

136 

84.70 

127.10 

29.69 

30.36 

76.00 

137 

141 

85.90 

128.90 

30.37 

30.92 

77.10 

142 

146 

87.20 

130.80 

30.93 

31.36 

78.20 

147 

160 

88.40 

1S2. 60 

SI.  37 

32.00 

79.20 

161 

155 

89.60 

134-30 

32.01 

32.60 

80.30 

156 

160 

90.80 

136.20 

32.61 

33.20 

81.40 

161 

164 

92.00 

138.00 

33.21 

33.88 

82.40 

165 

169 

93.20 

139.80 

33.89 

34.50 

83.60 

170 

174 

94.40 

141. 60 

34.51 

36.00 

84.60 

176 

178 

95.60 

14S.  40 

35.01 

35.80 

85.60 

179 

183 

96.80 

146. 40 

35.81 

36. 40 

86.70 

184 

188 

98.00 

160. 40 

36.41 

37.08 

87.80 

189 

193 

99.30 

164. 40 

37.09 

37.60 

88.90 

194 

197 

100.60 

157. 60 

37. 61 

38.20 

89.90 

198 

202 

101.60 

161.60 

38. 21 

39.12 

91.00 

203 

207 

102.90 

166. 60 

39.13 

39.68 

92.10 

208 

211 

104. 10 

168.80 

39.69 

40.  S3 

93.10 

212 

216 

105.20 

172.80 

40.34 

41.12 

94.20 

217 

221 

106.60 

176.80 

41.13 

41.76 

95.30 

222 

226 

107.70 

180.00 

41.77 

4S-U 

96.30 

226 

230 

108.90 

184-00 

42.45 

43.20 

97.40 

231 

236 

110. 10 

188.00 
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"TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY 

BENEFITS— Continued 


'•I 

II 

III 

TV 

V 

(Primary 

(Primary  insurance  benefit 

insurance 

(Primary  in- 

(Maximum family 

under  1939  Act,  as  modi- 

amount 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

surance 

benefits) 

fied) 

under  196S 

amount) 

Act) 

If  an  individual's  primary 

Or  his 

Or  his  average  monthly  wage 

And  the  maximum 

insurance  benefit   (as  de- 

primary 

(as     determined  under 

The  amount 

amount  of  bene- 

termined    under  subsec. 

insurance 

subsec.  (b))  is — 

referred  to  in 

fits  payable  (as 

W)  is- 

amount 

the  preceding 

provided  in  sec. 

(as  deter- 

paragraphs 

203(a))  on  the 

mined 

of  this  sub- 

basis of  his  wages 

But  not 

under 

But  not 

section  shall 

and  self-employ- 

At least — 

more  than— 

subsec. 

At  least — 

more  than — 

be— 

ment  income 

(c))  is— 

shall  be — 

$43.  21 

$43.76 

$98.  SO 

$236 

$239 

$111.40 

$191.20 

43. 77 

44-44 

99.60 

240 

244 

112.60 

196. 20 

44-4B 

44-88 

100. 60 

245 

249 

US.  70 

199.20 

44-89 

45.60 

101.70 

260 

263 

116.00 

202. 40 

102.80 

264 

258 

116.20 

206.  40 

103.80 

259 

263 

117.30 

21O.4O 

104-90 

264 

267 

118.60 

213.  60 

106.00 

268 

272 

119.80 

217. 60 

107. 00 

273 

277 

121.00 

221.60 

108. 10 

278 

281 

122.20 

224. 80 

109.20 

282 

286 

123. 40 

228. 80 

110.30 

287 

291 

124. 70 

232. 80 

111.  SO 

292 

296 

126. 80 

236.00 

112. 40 

296 

SOO 

127.10 

240.00 

113.60 

301 

305 

128.  SO 

244.00 

114-  SO 

306 

309 

129.40 

247.20 

116. 60 

310 

S14 

ISO.  70 

261. 20 

116.70 

SIS 

S19 

131.90 

266. 20 

117.70 

320 

323 

1SS.0O 

268. 40 

118. 80 

324 

328 

1S4. SO 

262.40 

119.90 

329 

SSS 

135. 60 

266.40 

121.00 

334 

337 

136. 80 

269. 60 

122.00 

338 

342 

137.90 

273.60 

123. 10 

343 

347 

139. 10 

277.60 

124. 20 

348 

361 

140.40 

280.80 

126. 20 

362 

366 

141.  SO 

284. 80 

126.  SO 

357 

361 

142. 80 

288. 80 

127.40 

362 

365 

144.00 

292.00 

128.40 

366 

370 

145.10 

296.00 

129. 50 

371 

376 

146.  40 

300.00 

ISO.  60 

S76 

S79 

147. 60 

303.20 

131.  70 

380 

384 

148. 90 

307.20 

132. 70 

386 

389 

160.00 

311.  20 

133. 80 

390 

393 

161. 20 

314-  40 

134. 90 

394 

398 

152.  50 

318.  40 

136. 90 

399 

403 

153.  60 

322.  40 

137.00 

404 

407 

164. 90 

325. 60 

138.00 

408 

412 

166.00 

329.60 

139.00 

413 

417 

167. 10 

333. 60 

140.00 

418 

421 

168. 20 

336. 80 

141.00 

422 

426 

159.  40 

340. 80 

14s.  00 

427 

431 

160.  60 

344-80 

14s.  00 

432 

436 

161.60 

348. 80 

144.00 

437 

440 

162. 80 

350. 40 

145.  00 

441 

US 

loo.  aU 

00%.  411 

146.00 

446 

460 

165.00 

SS4-  40 

147.00 

461 

454 

166. 20 

356.00 

148.00 

456 

469 

167.30 

358.00 

149.00 

460 

464 

168.  40 

360.00 

160.00 

466 

468 

169.  SO 

361. 60 

151.00 

469 

473 
478 

170.  70 

S6S.  60 

162.00 

474 

171. 80 

365. 60 

163.00 

479 
483 

482 

172.90 

367.20 

154.00 

487 

174- 10 

369. 20 

165.00 

488 

492 
496 

175. 20 

371. 20 

166.00 

493 

176.30 

372.80 

167.00 

497 

601 

177.  SO 

374.80 

168.00 

602 

606 

178. 60 

376. 80 

169.00 

607 

510 

179.  70 

378. 40 

160.00 

611 

615 

180. 80 

380. 40 

161.00 

516 

620 

182.00 

382.  40 

162.00 

521 

624 

183. 10 

384.00 

163.00 

625 

629 

184-20 

386.00 

164.00 

5S0 

6S4 

185. 40 

388.00 

166.00 

535 

6S8 

186. 60 

389. 60 

166.00 

639 

643 

187.60 

391.60 
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"TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY 

BENEFITS— Continued 


"I 

H 

III 

IV 

V 

(  T^TITTinTII 
1  twill  y 

(Primary  insurance  benefit 

insurance 

( Primary  in- 

(Maximum family 

under  1939  Act,  as  modi- 

amount 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

surance 

benefits) 

fied) 

under  1965 

amount) 

Act) 

If  an  individual's  primary 

Or  his 

Or  his  average  monthly  wage 

And  the  maximum 

insurance  benefit  (as  de- 

primary 

(as    determined  under 

The  amount 

amount  of  bene- 

termined   under  subsec. 

insurance 

subsec.  (b))  is — 

referred  to  in 

fits  payable  (as 

(d))  is- 

amount 

the  preceding 

provided  in  sec. 

(as  deter- 

paragraphs 

203(a))  on  the 

mined 

of  this  sub- 

basis  of  his  wages 

But  not 

under 

But  not 

uprtiivn  fthtill 

and  self-employ- 

At least — 

more  than — 

subsee. 

At  least — 

more  than — 

be  

ment  income 

shall  be — 

$167.00 

$su 

$648 

31188  80 
pi oo. w 

$393. 60 

168.00 

649 

663 

189. 90 

396. 60 

664 

666 

191.00 

396. 80 

667 

660 

192. 00 

398. 40 

661 

663 

193.00 

399. 60 

664 

667 

194.00 

401.20 

668 

670 

195.00 

402.  40 

571 

674 

196  00 

404.  00 

676 

677 

197'.00 

406.20 

678 

681 

198.00 

406.80 

682 

684 
688 

199.00 

408.00 

686 

200.00 

409.60 

589 

691 

201.00 

410. 80 

692 

696 

202.00 

412.40 

696 

698 

203.00 

413. 60 

599 

602 

204.00 

415.20 

60S 

605 

205.00 

416. 40 

606 

609 

206.00 

418.00 

610 

612 

207.00 

419. 20 

613 

616 

208.00 

420.80 

617 

620 

209.00 

422.40 

621 

623 

210.00 

423.60 

624 

627 

211.00 

425.20 

628 

630 

212.00 

426.40 

631 

634 

213.00 

428.00 

635 

637 

214.00 

429.20 

638 

641 

215.00 

430.80 

612 

644 

216.00 

432.00 

616 

648 

217.00 

433.60 

649 

650 

218.00 

4S4.4O" 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment  numbered  3: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  3,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  the  month  of  February  1968;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  February  1968,  for  each  such  person  for 
February  1968,  ;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  6: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  6,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  118;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment  numbered  7 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  the  month  of  February  1968,  ;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  8: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  8,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  February  1968,  ;  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  9 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  9,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  entitled,  after  January  1968,  ;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  10: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  after  January  1968;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  11: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  1 1 ,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  month  of  February  1968,  or  who  died  before 
such  month;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  12: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  12,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  months  after  January  1968;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  13: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  13,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  after  January  1968;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  14 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  14,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  of  January  1968;  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  15: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  15,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  month  of  February  1968,  or  who  died  in  such 
month, ;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  25: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  25,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  months  after  January  1968;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  26: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  26,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  months  after  January  1968;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  27 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  27,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as 
follow : 

Restore  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment, and  omit  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate 
amendment. 

On  page  26,  lines  8  and  9,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out 
"the  second  month  following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted" 
and  insert  the  following:  the  month  of  February  1968;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  30: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  30,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  months  after  January  1968,;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  35 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  35,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments 
as  follows: 

Restore  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Senate 
amendment. 

On  page  29,  line  18,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike 
and  insert  the  following:  $7,800 

On  page  30,  line  5,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike 
and  insert  the  following:  $7,800 

On  page  30,  line  9,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike 
and  insert  the  following:  $7,800 

On  page  30,  line  13,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike 
and  insert  the  following:  $7,800 

On  page  30,  line  19,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike 
and  insert  the  following:  $7,800 

On  page  31,  line  5,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike 
and  insert  the  following:  $7,800 

On  page  31,  line  9,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike 
and  insert  the  following:  $7,800 

On  page  31,  line  12,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike 
and  insert  the  following:  $7,800 

On  page  31,  line  17,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike 
and  insert  the  following:  $7,800 

On  page  31,  line  25,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike 
and  insert  the  following:  $7,800 

On  page  32,  line  3,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike 
and  insert  the  following:  $7,800 

On  page  32,  line  9,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike 
and  insert  the  following:  $7,800 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  37: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  37,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as 
follows: 

Restore  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Senate 
amendment,  and  omit  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate 
amendment. 

On  page  33,  line  5,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out "  1966"  and 
insert  the  following:  1967 

On  page  33,  line  6,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "5.9"  and 
insert  the  following:  5.8 

On  page  34,  line  4,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "years 
1967  and  1968,  the  rate  shall  be  3.9"  and  insert  the  following:  year 
1968,  the  rate  shall  be  8.8 


out  "$7,600" 
out  "$7,600" 
out  "$7,600" 
out  "$7,600" 
out  "$7,600" 
out  "$7,600" 
out  "$7,600" 
out  "$7,600" 
out  "$7,600" 
out  "$7,600" 
out  "$7,600" 
out  "$7,600" 
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On  page  34,  line  19,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "years 
1967  and  1968,  the  rate  shall  be  3.9"  and  insert  the  following:  year 
1968,  the  rate  shall  be  3.8 

On  page  35  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  lines  9  through  16 
and  insert  the  following: 

(1)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December  31, 
1967,  and  before  January  1,  1973,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  0.60 
percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-employment  income  for  such  taxable 
year; 

On  page  35,  line  17,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "(3)" 
and  insert  the  following :  (2) 

On  page  35,  line  21,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "(4)" 
and  insert  the  following :  (3) 

On  page  36,  line  1,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "(5)"  and 
insert  the  following:  (4) 

On  page  36,  line  5,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "(6)" 
and  insert  the.f ollowing :  (5) 

On  page  36  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  lines  13  through 
18  and  insert  the  following: 

(1)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  calendar  years  1968, 
1969,  1970,  1971,  and  1972,  the  rate  shall  be  0.60  percent; 

On  page  36,  line  19,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "(3)" 
and  insert  the  following :  (2) 

On  page  36,  line  22,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "(4)" 
and  insert  the  following:  (3) 

On  page  36,  line  25,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "(5)" 
and  insert  the  following:  (4) 

On  page  37,  line  3,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "(6)" 
and  insert  the  following:  (5) 

On  page  37  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  lines  9  through 
14  and  insert  the  following: 

(1)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar  years  1968, 
1969,  1970,  1971,  and  1972,  the  rate  shall  be  0.60  percent; 

On  page  37,  line  15,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "(3)" 
and  insert  the  following:  (2) 

On  page  37,  line  18,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "(4)" 
and  insert  the  following:  (3) 

On  page  37,  line  21,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "(5)" 
and  insert  the  following:  (4) 

On  page  37,  line  24,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "(6)" 
and  insert  the  following:  (6) 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  39: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  39,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as 
follows : 

On  page  43,  line  6,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "112"  and  insert  the  following:  111 

On  page  44,  line  25,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out 
"time  specified  in  subparagraph  (E)"  and  insert  the  following:  then 
specified  time  period 

On  page  45,  line  10,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "made."  and  insert  the  following:  made." 
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On  page  45  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  lines 
11  through  16  and  insert  the  following: 

(b)  No  monthly  insurance  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  shall  be  payable  or  increased  jor  any  month  before  the  month  in 
which  this  Act  is  enacted  by  reason  of  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a) . 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same 

Amendment  numbered  41 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  41,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments 
as  follows : 

On  page  47,  line  3,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "114"  and  insert  the  following:  112 

On  page,  47  lines  3  and  4,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments, 
strike  out  "202(d)(9)  of  the  Social  Security  Act"  and  insert  the 
following:  202(d)(8)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  redesignated  by 
section  151(c)  of  this  Act) 

On  page  47,  line  23,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "February"  and  insert  the  following:  January 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  50 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  mumbered  50,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as 
follow: 

On  page  50,  line  4,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  after 
"policemen"  insert  the  following:  ;  validation  of  certain  past 
coverage  in  the  state  of  Nebraska;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  51 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  51,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

On  page  51,  line  21,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "system."  and  insert  the  following:  system.";  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  52 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  52,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

On  page  52,  line  9,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out 
"such  Act"  and  insert  the  following:  the  Social  Security  Act;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  53: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  53,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

On  page  55,  line  17,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "such  Act"  and  insert  the  following:  the  Social  Security  Act;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  54 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  54,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments 
as  follow: 

On  page  57,  line  10,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "(I)". 

On  page  57,  line  11,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "(II)". 

On  page  57,  line  16,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  after 
"1954"  insert  the  following:  (relating  to  definition  of  employment) 

On  page  58,  line  5,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out 
"(I)". 

On  page  58,  line  6,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out 
"(II)". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment  numbered  55 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  55,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as 
follows : 

On  page  58,  line  18,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  after 
"Massachusetts"  insert  the  following:  to  modify  its  agreement  entered 
into  under  section  218  of  such  Act  so  as 

On  page  58,  line  19,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out 
"to  be". 

On  page  58,  line  21,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out 
"filing  with  him  of  such  notice"  and  insert  the  following:  date  on  which 
such  agreement  is  so  modified 

On  page  58,  line  23,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "has  been"  and  insert  the  following:  is 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  74: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  74,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

Omit  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment, and  on  page  57,  line  11,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  immediately 
before  the  comma  insert  the  following:  as  an  outpatient 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  77: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  77,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

On  page  63  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  lines  13 
through  16  and  insert  the  following: 

"(A)  if  furnished  by  a  clinic  or  rehabilitation  agency,  or  by 
others  under  arrangements  with  such  clinic  or  agency,  unless 
such  clinic  or  rehabilitation  agency — 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  80: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  80,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend- 
ment as  follows: 

On  page  68  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  lines 
12  through  17  and  insert  the  following: 

(b)  The  second  sentence  of  section  1813(a)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows:  "Such  amount  shall  be  further  reduced  by  a  coinsurance 
amount  equal  to — 

"(A)  one-fourth  of  the  inpatient  hospital  deductible  for  each  day 
(■before  the  91st  day)  on  which  such  individual  is  furnished  such 
services  during  such  spell  of  illness  after  such  services  have  been 
furnished  to  him  for  60  days  during  such  spell;  and 

"(B)  one-half  of  the  inpatient  hospital  deductible  for  each  day 
(before  the  day  following  the  last  day  for  which  such  individual  is 
entitled  under  section  1812(a)(1)  to  have  payment  made  on  his  behalf 
for  inpatient  hospital  services  during  such  spell  of  illness)  on  which 
such  individual  is  furnished  such  services  during  such  spell  of  illness 
after  such  services  have  been  furnished  to  him  for  90  days  during  such 
spell; 

except  that  the  reduction  under  this  sentence  for  any  day  shall  not  exceed 
the  charges  imposed  for  that  day  with  respect  to  such  individual  for  such 
services  (and  for  this  purpose,  if  the  customary  charges  for  such  services 
are  greater  than  the  charges  so  imposed,  such  customary  charges  shall  be 
considered  to  be  the  charges  so  imposed)." 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  87: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  87,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as 
follows: 

On  page  84,  line  6,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "145"  and  insert  the  following:  142 

On  page  84,  line  17,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "such  part  A"  and  insert  the  following:  part  A  of  title  XVIII  of 
such  Act 

On  page  85,  lines  7  and  8,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments, 
strike  out  "such  part  A"  and  insert  the  following:  part  A  of  title 
XVIII  of  such  Act 

On  page  85,  line  15,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "defined"  and  insert  the  following:  described 

On  page  86,  line  15,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  after 
"(4)"  insert  the  following:  of  the  Social  Security  Act 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  88: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  88,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments 
as  follows: 

On  page  88,  line  5,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out 
"146"  and  insert  the  following:  143 

On  page  89,  line  1,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  after 
"1814(d)"  insert  the  following:  of  such  Act 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  90: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  90,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend- 
ment as  follows: 

On  page  94,  line  16,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "148"  and  insert  the  following:  144',  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  91: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  91,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments 
as  follows: 

On  page  95,  line  22,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "149"  and  insert  the  following:  145 

On  page  97,  line  16,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "promulgated."  and  insert  the  following:  promulgated." 

On  page  97  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  line 
17  and  all  that  follows  down  through  page  99,  line  2. 

On  page  99,  line  3,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "(f)(1)"  and  insert  the  following:  (e) 

On  page  99  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  lines 
8  through  17. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  92: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  92,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

On  page  99,  line  22,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "149a"  and  insert  the  following:  lJfi;  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  96: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  96,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  months  after  January  1968,;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  97: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  97,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  months  after  January  1968,  ;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  98: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  98,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend- 
ment as  follows: 

On  page  103,  line  10,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "Sec.  204." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  99: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  99,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

Gn  page  105,  line  3,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  after 
"payment"  insert  the  following:  for  any  month 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  100: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  100,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as 
follows: 

On  page  105,  line  22,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  after 
"if  any,"  insert  the  following:  who  is 

On  page  107,  lines  2  and  3,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments, 
strike  out  "if  each  such  person  dies  before  the  payment  due"  and 
insert  the  following:  if  each  person  who  meets  such  requirements  dies 
before  the  payment  due  him 

On  page  107,  line  18,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  after 
"due"  insert  the  following:  him 

On  page  107,  line  21,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  after  the 
semicolon  insert  the  following:  or 

On  page  108,  line  2,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out 
"any;"  and  insert  the  following:  any." 

On  page  108  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  lines 
3  through  10. 

On  page  108,  lines  18  through  20,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amend- 
ments,strike  out  "or  under  section  144  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967". 

On  page  108,  line  22,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  after 
"due"  insert  the  following:  him  under  this  title 

On  page  109,  line  1,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out 
"before  such  individual's  death"  and  insert  the  following:  (before  or 
after  such  individual's  death) 

On  page  109,  line  9,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  after  "if 
any,"  insert  the  following:  who  is 

On  page  110,  lines  14  and  15,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments, 
strike  out  "if  each  such  person  dies  before  the  payment  due"  and  insert 
the  following:  if  each  person  who  meets  such  requirements  dies  before  the 
payment  due  him 

On  page  110,  line  20,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out 
"pargraph"  and  insert  the  following:  paragraph 

On  page  111,  line  6,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  after 
"due"  insert  the  following:  him 

On  page  111,  line  9,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  after 
the  semicolon  insert  the  following:  or 

On  page  111,  line  15,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "any;"  and  insert  the  following:  any. 

On  page  111  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  lines 
16  through  23. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  103: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  103,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend- 
ment as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  February  1968;  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  105: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  105,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  months  after  January  1968;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  107 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  107,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  months  after  January  1968;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  109: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  109,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as 
follows: 

Restore  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Senate 
amendment. 

On  page  88,  line  7,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "general" 
and  insert  the  following:  immediate 

On  page  88,  line  9,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  after  the  period 
insert  the  following: 

For  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence  {with  respect  to  any  indi- 
vidual), 'work  which  exists  in  the  national  economy'  means  work 
which  exists  in  significant  numbers  either  %n  the  region  where  such 
individual  lives  or  in  several  regions  of  the  country. 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  116: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  116,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  January  1968;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  120: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  120,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  amendment 
insert  the  following:  162;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  121: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  121,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  months  beginning  after  June  80,  1968;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  122: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  122,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  after  June  30,  1968;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  123: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  123,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  are,  on  June  80,  1968,  being;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  124: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  124,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend- 
ment as  follows: 

Strike  out  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Senate 
amendment,  and  in  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the 
Senate  amendment  insert  the  following: 

BENEFITS  FOR  CERTAIN  CHILDREN 

Sec.  168.  (a)(1)  The  last  sentence  of  section  203(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  11  Whenever  a  reduction  is 
made  under  this  subsection  in  the  total  of  monthly  benefits  to  which  in- 
dividuals are  entitled  for  any  month  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self- 
employment  income  of  an  insured  individual,  each  such  benefit  other 
than  the  old-age  or  disability  insurance  benefit  shall  be  proportionately 
decreased;  except  that  if  such  total  of  benefits  for  such  month  includes 
any  benefit  or  benefits  under  section  202(d)  which  are  payable  solely  by 
reason  of  section  216(h)(8),  the  reduction  shall  be  first  applied  to  re- 
duce (proportionately  where  there  is  more  than  one  benefit  so  payable)  the 
benefits  so  payable  (but  not  below  zero)." 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph  (1)  shall  apply  only  with 
respect  to  monthly  benefits  payable  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  with  respect  to  individuals  who  become  entitled  to  benefits  under 
section  202(d)  of  such  Act  solely  by  reason  of  section  216(h)(8)  of  such 
Act  in  or  after  January  1968  (but  without  regard  to  section  202(f)(1)  of 
such  Act).  The  provisions  of  section  170  of  this  Act  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  any  such  individual. 

(b)  Where— 

(1)  one  or  more  persons  were  entitled  (without  the  application  of 
section  202(f)(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act)  to  monthly  benefits 
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under  section  202  or  223  of  suck  Act  for  January  1968  on  the  basis 
of  the  wages  and  self-employment  income  of  an  individual,  and 

(2)  one  or  more  persons  became  entitled  to  monthly  benefits  before 
January  1968  under  section  202(d)  of  such  Act  by  reason  of  section 
216(h)(8)  of  such  Act  (but  without  regard  to  section  202(j)(l)),  on 
the  basis  of  such  wages  and  self-employment  income  and  are  so 
entitled  for  January  1968,  and 

(3)  the  total  of  benefits  to  which  all  persons  are  entitled  under 
such  section  202  or  228  of  such  Act  on  the  basis  of  such  wages  and 
self-employment  for  January  1968  are  reduced  by  reason  of  section 
203  (a)  of  such  Act,  as  amended  by  this  Act  (or  would,  but  for  the 
penultimate  sentence  of  such  section  203(a),  be  so  reduced), 

then  the  amount  of  the  benefit  to  which  each  such  person  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (1)  above  (but  not  including  persons  referred  to  in  paragraph 
(2)  above)  is  entitled  for  months  after  January  1968  shall  be  increased, 
after  the  application  of  such  section  208(a),  to  the  amount  it  would  have 
been  if  the  person  or  persons  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)  were  not 
entitled  to  a  benefit  referred  to  in  such  paragraph  (2) . 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  125: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  125,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend- 
ment as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  164;  aDd  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  126: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  126,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend- 
ment as  follows: 

On  page  116,  line  14,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "166"  and  insert  the  following:  165;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  127: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  127,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend- 
ment as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  166;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  128: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  128,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend- 
ment as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  167;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  129: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  129,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend- 
ment as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  168;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  132 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  132,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend- 
ment as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  169;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  134: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  134,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  170;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  135: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  135,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  January  1968;  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  136: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  136,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  February  1968;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  137: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  137,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  104,  H®,  150,  151,  156,  and  157  of  this  Act, 
and;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  138: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  138,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  February  1968;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  139: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  139,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  January  1968;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 
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Amendment  numbered  140: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  140,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments 
as  follows: 

Strike  out  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Senate 
amendment,  and  omit  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the 
Senate  amendment. 

On  page  105,  line  18,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "(a)". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  141: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  141 ,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

On  page  119,  line  12,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "172"  and  insert  the  following:  171;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  143: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  143,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend- 
ment as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following: 

DEFINITION  OF  BLINDNESS 

Sec.  172.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  section  216(i)(l)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "(B)"  and  all  that  follows  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(B)  blindness;  and  the  term  'blindness'  means 
central  visual  acuity  of  20/200  or  less  in  the  better  eye  with  the  use  of 
a  correcting  lens." 

(b)  The  second  sentence  of  section  216(i)(l)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows:  "An  eye  which  is  accompanied  by  a  limitation  in  the 
fields  of  vision  such  that  the  widest  diameter  of  the  visual  field  subtends 
an  angle  no  greater  than  20  degrees  shall  be  considered  for  purposes  of 
this  paragraph  as  having  a  central  visual  acuity  of  20/200  or  less." 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  be  effective  with  respect 
to  benefits  under  section  223  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  months  after 
January  1968  based  on  applications  filed  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act  and  with  respect  to  disability  determinations  under  section  216  (i) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  based  on  applications  filed  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  145: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  145,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

On  page  129,  line  5,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "176"  and  insert  the  following:  173;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 
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Amendment  numbered  146: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  146,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

On  page  130,  lines  19  and  20,  strike  out  "relative,  child,"  and  insert 
the  following:  child,  relative,;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  157: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  157,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

On  page  132,  line  21,  and  page  133,  lines  1  and  2,  of  the  Senate 
engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  "services  which  are  furnished  pur- 
suant to  clauses  (14)  and  (15)  of  section  402(a)  and  which"  and  insert 
the  following:  any  of  the  services  described  in  clauses  (14)  and  (15)  oi 
section  402(a)  which;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  158: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  158,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following: 

(1)(A)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (C),  (D),  and  (E)  as  sub- 
paragraphs (B),  (C),  and  (D),  respectively, 

(B)  by  striking  out  " subparagraph  (E)"  in  subparagraph  (C)  (as 
so  redesignated)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subparagraph  (D)", 
and 

(CO  by  striking  out  "subparagraph  (D)"  in  the  matter  following 
subparagraph  (D)  (as  so  redesignated)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"subparagraph  (C)" ; 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  167: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  167,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as 
follows: 

On  page  134,  line  18,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  after 
"that"  insert  the  following:  (A) 

On  page  135  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  lines  1 
through  5  and  insert  the  following: 

services  developed  pursuant  to  part  B  of  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  the  provisions  of  section  402(a)  (15)  (F)  of  such  Act  (added  thereto 
by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section)  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  such 
agencies  but  only  so  long  as  such  agencies  of  the  State  are  different,  and 
(B)  if  on  such  date  the  local  agency  administering  the  plan  of  a  State 
under  part  A  of  title  IV  of  such  Act  in  a  political  subdivision  is  different 
from  the  local  agency  in  such  subdivision  administering  the  State's 
plan  for  child-welfare  services  developed  pursuant  to  part  B  of  title  IV 
of  such  Act,  the  provisions  of  such  section  402(a)  (15)  (F)  shall  not  apply 
with  respect  to  such  agencies  but  only  so  long  as  such  local  agencies 
are  different. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 


23 


Amendment  numbered  180: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  180,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

Insert  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment, 
and  on  page  118,  line  25,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out 
"section"  and  insert  the  following:  Act;  And  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  number  184: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  184,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following: 

(c)  Effective  with  respect  to  quarters  beginning  after  June  30,  1968, 
in  determining  the  need  of  individuals  claiming  aid  under  a  State  plan 
approved  under  part  A  of  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  the  State 
shall  apply  the  provisions  of  such  part  notwithstanding  any  provisions 
of  law  (other  than  such  Act)  requiring  the  State  to  disregard  earned  income 
of  such  individuals  in  determining  need  under  such  State  plan. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  186: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  186,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment, insert  the  following: 

"((T)(i)  such  father  has  6  or  more  quarters  of  work  (as 
defined  in  subsection  (d)(1))  in  any  IS -calendar-Quarter  period 
ending  within  one  year  prior  to  the  application  for  such  aid  or 
(ii)  he  received  unemployment  compensation  under  an  unem- 
ployment compensation  law  of  a  State  or  of  the  United  States, 
or  he  was  Qualified  (within  the  meaning  of  subsection  (d)(3)) 
for  unemployment  compensation  under  the  unemployment 
compensation  law  of  the  State,  within  one  year  prior  to  the 
application  for  such  aid;  and 
"(2)  provides — 

"(A)  for  such  assurances  as  will  satisfy  the  Secretary  that 
fathers  of  dependent  children  as  defined  in  subsection  (a)  will 
be  referred  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  as  provided  in  section 
402(a)  (19)  within  thirty  days  after  receipt  of  aid  with  respect 
to  such  children; 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  190: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  190,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

Strike  out  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Senate 
amendment,  and  on  page  122  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  after  line  2 
insert  the  following: 

"(i)  is  not  currently  registered  with  the  public  employ- 
ment offices  in  the  State,  or 
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"(ii)  receives  unemployment  compensation  under  an 
unemployment  compensation  law  of  a  State  or  of  the 
United  States. 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  191: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  191,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

Strike  out  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Senate 
amendment,  and  in  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the 
Senate  amendment  insert  the  following: 

"(c)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  this  section,  expenditures 
pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  excluded  from  aid  to  families  with  depend- 
ent children  (A)  where  such  expenditures  are  made  under  the  plan  with 
respect  to  any  dependent  child  as  defined  in  subsection  (a) ,  (i)  for  any  part 
of  the  30-day  period  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A)  of  subsection  (b)(1), 
or  (ii)  for  any  period  prior  to  the  time  when  the  father  satisfies  subpara- 
graph (B)  of  such  subsection,  and  (B)  if,  and  for  as  long  as,  no  action 
is  taken  (after  the  80-day  period  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A)  of 
subsection  (b)(2)),  under  the  program  therein  specified,  to  refer  such 
father  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  pursuant  to  section  402  (a)  (19). 
"(d)  For  purposes  of  this  section — 

"(1)  the  term  'quarter  of  work'  with  respect  to  any  individual 
means  a  calendar  quarter  in  which  such  individual  received  earned 
income  of  not  less  than  $50  (or  which  is  a  'quaiter  of  coverage'  as 
defined  in  section  218(a)(2)),  or  in  which  such  individual  partici- 
pated in  a  community  work  and  training  program  under  section  409 
or  any  other  work  and  training  program  subject  to  the  limitations  in 
section  409,  or  the  work  incentive  program  established  under  part  C; 

"(2)  the  term  'calendar  quarter'  means  a  period  of  3  consecutive 
calendar  months  ending  on  March  31,  June  SO,  September  80,  or 
December  81;  and 

"(8)  an  individual  shall  be  deemed  qualified  for  unemployment 
compensation  under  the  State's  unemployment  compensation  law 

if—  .  .  '  • -f' 

"(A)  he  would  have  been  eligible  to  receive  such  unemploy- 
ment compensation  upon  filing  application,  or 

"(B)  he  performed  work  not  covered  under  such  law  and  such 
work,  if  it  had  been  covered,  would  (together  with  any  covered 
work  he  performed)  have  made  him  eligible  to  receive  such  un- 
employment compensation  upon  filing  application." 
(b)  In  the  case  of  an  application  for  aid  to  families  with  dependent 
children  under  a  State  plan  approved  under  section  402  of  such  Act 
with  respect  to  a  dependent  child  as  defined  in  section  407(a)  of  such  Act 
(as  amended  by  this  section)  within  6  months  after  the  effective  date  of  the 
modification  of  such  State  plan  which  provides  for  payments  in  accordance 
with  section  407  of  such  Act  as  so  amended,  the  father  of  such  child  shall 
be  deemed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  subparagraph  (C)  of  section  407(b)  (1) 
of  such  Act  (as  so  amended)  if  at  any  time  after  April  1961  and  prior  to 
the  date  of  application  such  father  met  the  requirements  of  such  sub- 
paragraph (&).  For  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence,  an  individual 
receiving  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children  (under  section  407  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  as  in  effect  before  the  enactment  of  this  Act)  for 
the  last  month  ending  before  the  effective  date  of  the  modification  referred 
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to  in  such  sentence  shall  be  deemed  to  have  filed  application  for  such  aid 
under  such  section  407  (as  amended  by  this  section)  on  the  day  after 
such  effective  date. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  198: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  198,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as 
follows : 

On  page  150,  line  16,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "$20  per  week"  and  insert  the  following:  $30  per  month,  payable 
in  such  amounts  and  at  such  times  as  the  Secretary  prescribes 

On  page  150,  line  19,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "90"  and  insert  the  following:  80 

On  page  154,  line  10,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "10"  and  insert  the  following:  20 

On  page  154,  line  24,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "10"  and  insert  the  following:  20 

On  page  155,  line  2,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strikeout 
"10"  and  insert  the  following:  20 

On  page  159,  line  4,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  before 
"ad-"  insert  the  following:  or 

On  page  159,  line  5,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "or". 

On  page  159,  line  9,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "or". 

On  page  159,  line  14,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  ",  or"  and  insert  a  semicolon. 

On  page  159  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  line  15 
and  all  that  follows  down  through  page  160,  line  5. 

On  page  160,  line  14,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "10"  and  insert  the  following:  20 

On  page  162,  line  4,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  after 
"(ii)"  insert  the  following:  and  section  407(b)(2) 

On  page  162  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  lines 
16  through  20  and  insert  the  following: 

"(i)  if  the  relative  makes  such  refusal,  such  relative's  needs 
shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  making  the  determination 
under  clause  (7),  and  aid  for  any  dependent  child  in  the  family 
in  the  form  of  payments  of  the  type  described  in  section  406(b)  (2) 
(which  in  such  a  case  shall  be  without  regard  to  clauses  (A) 
through  (E)  thereof)  or  section  408  will  be  made; 
On  page  164,  line  5,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  after 
"State)"  insert  the  following:  ,  but  not  before  April  1,  1968, 

On  page  164  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  lines  10 
through  12  and  insert  the  following:  beginning  after  June  30,  1968. 

On  page  165,  line  1,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "202(bV  and  insert  the  following:  202(a)(2) 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  213: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  213,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following: 

(b)  Section  ^08 (a)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  the  preceding  provisions 
of  this  Act)  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  "5"  in  the  sentence  immediately  following  para- 
graph (5)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "10"; 

(2)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence  "In  com- 
puting such  10  percent,  there  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  indi- 
viduals unth  respect  to  whom  such  payments  are  made  for  any  month 
in  accordance  with  section  402(a)(19)(F)." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  214: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  214,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

Restore  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Senate 
amendment,  and  on  page  141  of  the  House  engrossed  bill  strike  out 
lines  1  through  13  and  insert  the  following: 

"(d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  Act,  the  average 
monthly  number  of  dependent  children  under  the  age  of  18  who  have  been 
deprived  of  parental  support  or  care  by  reason  of  the  continued  absence 
from  the  home  of  a  parent  with  respect  to  whom  payments  under  this  sec- 
tion may  be  made  to  a  State  for  any  calendar  quarter  after  June  SO,  1968, 
shall  not  exceed  the  number  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the  total  pop- 
ulation of  such  State  under  the  age  of  18  on  the  first  day  of  the  year  in  which 
such  quarter  falls  as  the  average  monthly  number  of  such  dependent 
children  under  the  age  of  18  with  respect  to  whom  payments  under  this 
section  were  made  to  such  State  for  the  calendar  quarter  beginning  January 
1,  1968,  bore  to  the  total  population  of  such  State  under  the  age  of  18  on 
that  date." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  221: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  221,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

On  page  167,  line  17,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "209"  and  insert  the  following:  210;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  223: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  223,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments 
as  follows: 

On  page  173,  lines  12  and  13,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments, 
strike  out  ";  establishment  and  collection  of  liability  to 

UNITED  STATES". 

On  page  175,  line  10,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "State;"  and  insert  the  following:  State". 
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On  page  175  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  line  11 
and  all  that  follows  through  line  19  on  page  181  and  insert  the 
following: 

(6)  Title  IV  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  after  section  Jfi9  the 
following  new  section: 

"assistance  by  internal  revenue  service  in  locating  parents 

"Sec.  410.  (a)  Upon  receiving  a  report  from  a  State  agency  made 
pursuant  to  section  402(a)(21),  the  Secretary  shall  furnish  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate  the  names  and  social  security  ac- 
count numbers  of  the  parents  contained  in  such  report,  and  the  name  of 
the  State  agency  which  submitted  such  report.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  or  his  delegate  shall  endeavor  to  ascertain  the  address  of  each 
such  parent  from  the  master  files  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Service,  and 
shall  furnish  any  address  so  ascertained  to  the  State  agency  which  sub- 
mitted such  report. 

"  (b)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a).  The 
Secretary  shall  transfer  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  from  time  to 
time  sufficient  amounts  out  of  the  monies  appropriated  pursuant  to 
this  subsection  to  enable  him  to  perform  his  functions  under  subsection 
(a)." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment  numbered  224: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  224,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

On  page  181,  line  22,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "section  (3) (a) (4)"  and  insert  the  following:  section  3(a)(4)',  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  225: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  225,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment, insert  the  following: 

AUTHORITY  TO  DISREGARD  ADDITIONAL  INCOME  OF  RECIPIENTS  OF  PUBLIC 

ASSISTANCE 

Sec  213.  (a)(1)  Section  2(a) (10) (A) (i)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "not  more  than  $5"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "not  more  than  $7.50". 

(2)  Section  1002(a)(8)(C)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"not  more  than  $5"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "not  more  than  $7.50". 

(3)  Section  1402(a)(8)(A)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"not  more  than  $5"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "not  more  than  $7.50". 

(4)  Section  1604(a)  (1 4)  (D)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"not  more  than  $5"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "not  more  than  $7.50" . 

(b)  Section  402(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  ";  and  (23)  provide  that  by  July  1,  1969, 
the  amounts  used  by  the  State  to  determine  the  needs  of  individuals  will 
have  been  adjusted  to  reflect  fully  changes  in  living  costs  since  such  amounts 
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were  established,  and  any  maximums  that  the  State  imposes  on  the  amount 
of  aid  paid  to  families  will  have  been  'proportionately  adjusted". 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  226 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  226,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as 
follow: 

Restore  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken  out  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment, and  omit  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate 
amendment. 

On  page  143,  line  7,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "Payment" 
and  insert  the  following :  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (4) ,  payment 

On  page  143,  line  13,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "in 
subparagraph  (C)  and". 

On  page  143,  line  21,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "section 
402"  and  insert  the  following:  part  A  of  title  IV 

On  page  144  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  lines  3  through  12. 

On  page  144,  line  13,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "(D)" 
and  insert  the  following:  (C) 

On  page  144,  line  14,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "or  (C)". 

On  page  144,  line  16,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "by" 
and  insert  the  following:  to 

On  page  145,  line  2,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "section 
402"  and  insert  the  following:  part  A  of  title  IV 

On  page  145  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  lines  10  through 
20  and  insert  the  following: 

"(4)  The  limitations  on  payment  imposed  by  the  preceding  provisions 
of  this  subsection  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  any  amount  expended  by 
a  State  as  medical  assistance  for  any  individual  who,  at  the  time  of  the 
provision  of  the  medical  assistance  giving  rise  to  such  expenditure — 

"{A)  is  a  recipient  of  aid  or  assistance  under  a  plan  of  such 
State  which  is  approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI,  or  part  A  of 
title  IV,  or 

"(B)  is  not  a  recipient  of  aid  or  assistance  under  such  a  plan 
but  (i)  is  eligible  to  receive  such  aid  or  assistance,  or  (ii)  would  be 
eligible  to  receive  such  aid  or  assistance  if  he  were  not  in  a  medical 
institution." 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  231: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  231,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as 
follows: 

Insert  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment. 
On  page  150  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  lines  14  through 
20  and  insert  the  following: 

(2)  Section  1843(f)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

(A)  by  inserting  after  "or  part  A  of  title  IV,"  (as  added  by  section 
241(e)(2)  of  this  Act)  the  following: 

"or  eligible  to  receive  medical  assistance  under  the  plan  of  such  State 
approved  under  title  XIX," ;  and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  ",  and  part  A  of  title  IV"  (as  added  by 
section  241(e)(2)  of  this  Act)  the  following: 

",  and  individuals  eligible  to  receive  medical  assistance  under  the 
plan  of  the  State  approved  under  title  XIX". 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  233 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  233,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

On  page  191  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  lines  3 
through  8  and  insert  the  following: 

"(D)  for  payment  of  the  reasonable  cost  (as  determined  in  accord- 
ance with  standards  approved  by  the  Secretary  and  included  in  the 
plan)  of  inpatient  hospital  services  provided  under  the  plan;". 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  236 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  236,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following: 

or  dentists'  services,  at  the  option  of  the  State,  to  individuals  not  receiving 
aid  or  assistance  under  the  State's  plan  approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV, 
or  XVI,  or  part  A  of  title  IV," 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  240: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  240,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments 
as  follows: 

On  page  199,  line  20,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "234a"  and  insert  the  following:  234 

On  page  200,  line  3,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "(26)"  and  insert  the  following:  "(26) 

On  page  200,  line  10,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "periodic"  and  insert  the  following:  for  periodic 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  241: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  241,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as 
follows: 

On  page  205,  line  13,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "234b"  and  insert  the  following:  235 

On  page  205,  line  18,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "X,". 

On  page  160,  line  9,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "235" 
and  insert  the  following:  2J+0 

On  page  172,  line  10,  of  the  House  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "236"  and  insert  the  following:  241 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  242 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  242,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments 
as  follows : 

On  page  206,  line  20,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "234c"  and  insert  the  following:  236 

On  page  206,  line  23,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "     and'  "  and  insert  the  following:  a  semicolon 
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On  page  207,  line  2,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "1907"  and  insert  the  following:  1908 

On  page  207,  line  5,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "section  226"  and  insert  the  following:  the  preceding  sections 

On  page  207,  line  9,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "1907"  and  insert  the  following:  1908 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  243: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  243,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments 
as  follows: 

On  page  213,  line  10,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "234d"  and  insert  the  following:  287 

On  page  213,  line  15,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "(28)"  and  insert  the  following:  (29) 

On  page  213,  line  16,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "234c"  and  insert  the  following:  236 

On  page  213  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  line 
18  and  all  that  follows  through  line  22  and  insert  the  following: 

"(80)  provide  such  methods  and  procedures  relating  to  the  utiliza- 
tion of,  and  the  payment  for,  care  and  services  available  under  the 
plan  as  may  be  necessary  to  safeguard  against  unnecessary  utiliza- 
tion of  such  care  and  services  and  to  assure  that  payments  (including 
payments  for  any  drugs  provided  under  the  plan)  are  not  in  excess 
of  reasonable  charges  consistent  with  efficiency,  economy,  and 
quality  of  care." 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  244: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  244,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following: 

DIFFERENCES  IN  STANDARDS  WITH  RESPECT  TO  INCOME  ELIGIBILITY 

UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

Sec.  288.  Effective  July  1,  1969,  section  1902(a)  (17)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "(which  shall  be  comparable  foi 
all  groups)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following :  "(which  shall  be 
comparable  for  all  groups  and  may,  in  accordance  with  standards  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary,  differ  with  respect  to  income  levels,  but  only  in 
the  case  of  applicants  or  recipients  of  assistance  under  the  plan  who  are 
not  receiving  aid  or  assistance  under  the  State's  plan  approved  under  title 
I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI,  or  part  A  of  title  IV,  based  on  the  variations  between 
shelter  costs  in  urban  areas  and  in  rural  areas)". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  253 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  253,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments 
as  follows: 

On  page  216,  line  5,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  after 
"that"  insert  the  following:  (A) 
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On  page  216,  line  7,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "part  3  of  title  V"  and  insert  the  following:  part  B  of title  TV 
On  page  216  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  lines 

12  and  13  and  insert  the  following: 

not  apply  with  respect  to  such  agencies  but  only  so  long  as  such  agencies 
oj  the  State  are  different,  and  (B)  if  on  such  date  the  local  agency  admin- 
istering the  plan  of  a  State  for  child-welfare  services  developed  under  part  B 
of  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  different  from  the  local  agency  in 
such  subdivision  administering  the  plan  of  such  State  under  part  A  of 
title  IV  of  such  Act,  so  much  of  such  paragraph  (1)  as  precedes  such  sub- 
paragraph (B)  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  such  local  agencies  but  only 
so  long  as  such  local  agencies  are  different. 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  258 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  258,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments 
as  follows: 

On  page  221,  line  2,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "applicable  under  State  law"  and  insert  the  following:  applicable 
to  nursing  homes  under  State  law 

On  page  221,  line  5,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  insert 
immediately  before  the  quotation  marks  the  following: 
The  term  'intermediate  care  facility'  also  includes  a  Christian  Science 
sanatorium  operated,  or  listed  and  certified,  by  the  First  Church  of  Christ, 
Scientist,  Boston,  Massachusetts,  but  only  with  respect  to  institutional 
services  deemed  appropriate  by  the  State. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  263 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  263,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following:  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provisions 
of  this  section,  of  the  amount  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to 
section  501 ,  not  less  than  6  percent  of  the  amount  appropriated  shall  be 
available  for  family  planning  services  from  allotments  under  section  508 
and  for  family  planning  services  under  projects  under  sections  508  and 
512. 

On  page  182,  line  16,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  "(a)". 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  266: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  266,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

On  page  222  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  lines 

13  through  21  and  insert  the  following: 

"(18)  provides  that,  where  payment  is  authorized  under  the  plan 
for  services  which  an  optometrist  is  licensed  to  perform,  the  individual 
for  whom  such  payment  is  authorized  may,  to  the  extent  practicable, 
obtain  such  services  from  an  optometrist  licensed  to  perform  such 
services  except  where  such  services  are  rendered  in  a  clinic,  or 
another  appropriate  institution,  which  does  not  have  an  arrangement 
with  optometrists  so  licensed;  and 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  273: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  273,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments 
as  follows: 

On  page  225,  line  9,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out 
"children's  emotional  illness"  and  insert  the  following:  exten- 
sion OF  DUE  DATE  FOR  CHILD  MENTAL  HEALTH  REPORT 

On  page  225,  line  10,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "306"  and  insert  the  following:  305. 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  275: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  275,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend- 
ment as  follows: 

On  page  225,  lines  15  and  16,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments, 
strike  out  "incentive  for  economy  while  maintaining  quality 
or  improving  the  provision  of  health  services"  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: INCENTIVES  FOR  ECONOMY  WHILE  MAINTAINING  OR  IMPROVING 

quality  in  the  provision  of  health  services;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  276 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  276,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

Insert  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment, 
and  on  page  203,  line  24,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  insert  immediate- 
ly after  the  period  the  following:  No  experiment  shall  be  engaged  in  or 
developed  under  subsection  (a)  until  the  Secretary  obtains  the  advice  and 
recommendations  of  specialists  who  are  competent  to  evaluate  the  proposed 
experiment  as  to  the  soundness  of  its  objectives,  the  possibilities  of  securing 
productive  results,  the  adequacy  of  resources  to  conduct  the  proposed  ex- 
periment, and  its  relationship  to  other  similar  experiments  already  com- 
pleted or  in  process. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  282: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  282,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  foUowing: 

study  of  retirement  test  and  of  drug  standards  and  coverage 

Sec.  Jfi5.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  study  (1)  the  existing  retirement  test  and 
proposals  for  the  modification  of  such  test  (including  proposals  for  an 
increase  in  old-age  insurance  benefit  amounts  on  account  of  delayed 
retirement) ,  (2)  quality  and  cost  standards  for  drugs  for  which  payments 
are  made  under  the  Social  Security  Act,  and  (3)  the  coverage  of  drugs 
under  part  B  of  title  XVIII  of  such  Act. 

(b)  On  or  before  January  1,  1969,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  a  report  which  shall  contain  his  findings  of 
fact  and  any  conclusions  or  recommendations  he  may  have. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  286 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  286,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

On  page  231,  line  15,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "503"  and  insert  the  following:  501;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  288: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  288,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

On  page  239,  line  4,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out 
"505"  and  insert  the  following:  502;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  290: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  290,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

On  page  242,  line  5,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike 
out  "507"  and  insert  the  following:  508;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  294 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  294,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following: 

EXCLUSION  FROM  DEFINITION  OF  WAGES  OF  CERTAIN  RETIREMENT,  ETC., 
PAYMENTS  UNDER  EMPLOYER-ESTABLISHED  PLANS 

Sec.  504-  (a)  Section  3121(a)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
(definition  of  wages)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (11),  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (12)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  or",  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"(IS)  any  payment  or  series  of  payments  by  an  employer  to  an 
employee  or  any  of  his  dependents  which  is  paid — 

"(A)  upon  or  after  the  termination  of  an  employee's  employ- 
ment relationship  because  of  (i)  death,  (ii)  retirement  for  dis- 
ability, or  (Hi)  retirement  after  attaining  an  age  specified  in  the 
plan  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (B)  or  in  a  pension  plan  of 
the  employer,  and 

"(B)  under  a  plan  established  by  the  employer  which  makes 
provision  for  his  employees  generally  or  a  class  or  classes  of  his 
employees  (or  for  such  employees  or  class  or  classes  of  employees 
and  their  dependents) , 
other  than  any  such  payment  or  series  of  payments  which  would  have 
been  paid  if  the  employee's  employment  relationship  had  not  been  so 
terminated." 

(b)  Section  3806  (b)  of  such  Code  (definition  of  wages)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (8),  by  striking  out  the  period 
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at  the  end  of  paragraph  (9)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  or",  and  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(10)  any  payment  or  series  of  payments  by  an  employer  to  an 
employee  or  any  of  his  dependents  whic\  is  paid — 

"(A)  upon  or  after  the  termination  of  an  employee's  employ- 
ment relationship  because  of  (i)  death,  (ii)  retirement  for  dis- 
ability, or  (Hi)  retirement  after  attaining  an  age  specified  in  the 
plan  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (B)  or  in  a  pension  plan  of  the 
employer,  and 

" '(B)  under  a  plan  established  by  the  employer  which  makes 
provision  for  his  employees  generally  or  a  class  or  classes  of  his 
employees  (or  for  such  employees  or  class  or  classes  of  employees 
and  their  dependents) , 
other  than  any  such  payment  or  series  of  payments  which  would 
have  been  paid  if  the  employee's  employment  relationship  had  not  been 
so  terminated." 

(c)  Section  209  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (definition  of  wages)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  subsection  (k),  by  striking  out 
the  period  at  the  end  of  subsection  (I)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  " ;  or" , 
and  by  inserting  after  subsection  (I)  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(m)  Any  payment  or  series  of  payments  by  an  employer  to  an  employee 
or  any  of  his  dependents  which  is  paid — 

"(1)  upon  or  after  the  termination  of  an  employee's  employment 
relationship  because  of  (A)  death,  (B)  retirement  for  disability, 
or  (G)  retirement  after  attaining  an  age  specified  in  the  plan  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (2)  or  in  a  pension  plan  of  the  employer,  and 
"(2)  under  a  plan  established  by  the  employer  which  makes 
provision  for  his  employees  generally  or  a  class  or  classes  of  his 
employees  (or  for  such  employees  or  class  or  classes  of  employees 
and  their  dependents) , 
other  than  any  such  payment  or  series  of  payments  which  would  have 
been  paid  if  the  employee's  employment  relationship  had  not  been  so 
terminated." 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  remuneration  paid  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

W.  D.  Mills, 
Cecil  R.  King, 
Hale  Boggs, 
Frank  M.  Karsten, 
A.  Sydney  Herlong,  Jr., 
John  W.  Byrnes, 
Thos.  B.  Curtis, 
James  B.  Utt, 
Jackson  E.  Betts, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Russell  Long, 
George  A.  Smathers, 
Clinton  P.  Anderson, 
Albert  Gore, 
Herman  Talmadge, 
John  J.  Williams, 
Frank  Carlson, 
Carl  T.  Curtis, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE 

HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide 
an  increase  in  benefits  under  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  system,  to  provide  benefits  for  additional  categories  of  in- 
dividuals, to  improve  the  public  assistance  program  and  programs  re- 
lating to  the  welfare  and  health  of  children,  and  for  other  purposes, 
submit  the  following  statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action 
agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and  recommended  in  the  accompanying 
conference  report: 

The  following  Senate  amendments  made  technical,  clerical,  clarify- 
ing, or  conforming  changes:  1,  25,  26,  29,  30,  31,  32,  38,  49,  63,  64, 
65,  66,  67,  68,  69,  70,  72,  73,  74,  75,  76,  81,  82,  83,  96,  97,  101,  102, 
103,  104,  105,  106,  107,  108,  110,  111,  112,  113,  114,  115,  116,  117,  118, 
120,  125,  127,  128,  129,  132,  133,  134,  135,  136,  137,  138,  139,  140, 
148,  150,  151,  152,  156,  158,  159,  160,  161,  162,  163,  164,  165,  168, 
169,  170,  171,  172,  177,  179,  180,  185,  187,  188,  192,  194,  196,  199, 
202,  203,  204,  205,  206,  209,  210,  211,  215,  216,  218,  232,  252,  256, 
264a,  265,  269,  274,  278,  and  283.  With  respect  to  these  amendments 
(1)  the  House  either  recedes  or  rededes  with  amendments  which  are 
technical,  clerical,  clarifying,  or  conforming  in  nature;  or  (2)  the 
Senate  recedes  in  order  to  conform  to  other  action  agreed  upon  by  the 
committee  of  conference. 

BENEFIT  AMOUNTS 

Amendments  Nos.  2  through  15:  Section  101  of  the  House  bill 
amended  section  215(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  a  12 
percent  increase  in  benefits  with  a  $50  minimum  primary  insurance 
amount  through  a  new  benefit  table  for  determining  primary  insurance 
amounts  and  maximum  family  benefits  (taking  into  account  the  $7,600 
contribution  and  benefit  base  scheduled  by  section  108  of  the  House 
bill  to  be  effective  for  years  after  1967).  This  provision  was  to  be 
effective  beginning  with  the  second  month  following  the  month  of 
enactment. 

Senate  amendment  No.  2  substituted  for  the  benefit  table  in 
section  101  of  the  House  bill  a  new  table  to  provide  a  15  percent 
increase  in  benefits  with  a  $70  minimum  primary  insurance  amount 
(taking  into  account  the  increases  in  the  contribution  and  benefit  base 
scheduled  by  Senate  amendment  No.  36 — $8,000  for  the  year  1968, 
$8,800  for  the  years  1969  through  1971,  and  $10,800  for  years  after 
1971). 

Senate  amendments  Nos.  3  through  15  modified  the  effective  date 
contained  in  the  House  bill  to  make  the  benefit  increases  effective 
beginning  with  March  1968.  (The  same  modification,  in  the  effective 
date  of  other  provisions  of  the  House  bill  involving  OASDI  benefits 
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was  made  by  Senate  amendments  25,  26,  30,  96,  97,  103,  105,  107,  116, 
135,  136,  138,  139.) 

Under  the  conference  agreement,  section  215(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  to  provide  a  13-percent  increase  in  benefits 
with  a  $55  minimum  primary  insurance  amount  through  a  new  benefit 
table  for  determining  primary  insurance  amounts  and  maximum 
family  benefits,  taking  into  account  the  $7,800  contribution  and 
benefit  base  scheduled  under  the  conference  agreement  to  be  effective 
for  years  after  1967.  The  provision  is  effective  for  and  after  February 
1968. 

INCREASE  IN  BENEFITS  FOR  CERTAIN  INDIVIDUALS  AGE  72  AND  OVER 

Amendments  Nos.  16  through  24:  Section  102  of  the  House  bill 
amended  sections  227  and  228  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  increase, 
from  $35  for  a  single  person  and  $17.50  for  a  spouse  to  $40  for  a  single 
person  and  $20  for  a  spouse,  the  amounts  of  the  special  payments 
provided  for  certain  individuals  age  72  and  older  who  have  no  coverage 
or  whose  coverage  is  insufficient  to  qualify  for  regular  benefits. 

The  Senate  amendments  modified  the  House  bill  to  provide  for  an 
increase  in  the  amounts  of  the  special  payments  to  $50  for  a  single 
person  and  $25  for  a  spouse. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

BENEFITS  FOR  DISABLED  WIDOWS  AND  WIDOWERS 

Amendment  No.  27:  Section  104  of  the  House  bill  amended  title  II 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  benefits  for  disabled  widows  and 
widowers  age  50  or  over,  with  benefits  ranging  from  50  percent  to  82% 
percent  of  the  spouse's  primary  insurance  amount  depending  on  the 
age  at  which  benefits  begin.  No  trial  work  period  was  provided..  (A 
special  test  of  disability  for  widows  and  widowers  was  set  forth  in  sec- 
tion 156  of  the  bill.) 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  section  104  of  the  House  bill  to 
provide  benefits  for  disabled  widows  and  widowers  at  any  age.  In 
addition,  payment  would  be  made  at  the  full  widow's  and  widower's 
benefit  rate  of  82%  percent  of  the  spouse's  primary  insurance  amount, 
and  a  trial  work  period  would  be  provided.  (The  special  test  of  dis- 
ability was  eliminated  by  amendment  No.  109,  so  that  the  definition 
in  present  law  would  apply  to  widows  and  widowers  as  well  as  to  others 
whose  benefits  depend  upon  disability.) 

The  Senate  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 

REDUCED  BENEFITS  AT  AGE  60 

Amendment  No.  28:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (105),  amending  section  202  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  to  provide  for  payment  of  reduced  old-age,  wife's,  husband's, 
widower's,  and  parent's  insurance  benefits  beginning  at  age  60.  The 
old-age  benefit  would  be  reduced  by  %ths  of  one  percent  for  each  month 
for  which  the  worker  takes  the  benefit  while  under  age  65,  and  the 
widower's  or  parent's  benefit  (like  widow's  benefits  under  existing 
law)  would  be  reduced  by  the  same  percentage  for  each  month  for 
which  the  benefit  is  taken  while  under  age  62;  the  wife's  or  husband's 
insurance  benefit  would  be  reduced  by  2%6ths  of  one  percent  for  each 
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month  for  which  the  benefit  is  taken  before  age  65.  (Under  existing 
law,  old-age  benefits  are  payable  in  full  at  age  65  or  on  the  basis  of  a 
%ths  reduction  at  age  62;  wife's  and  husband's  benefits  are  payable  in 
full  at  age  65  or  on  the  basis  of  a  2%6ths  reduction  at  age  62;  and 
widower's  and  parent's  benefits  are  payable  in  full  at  age  62  with  no 
earlier  entitlement  provided.) 
The  Senate  recedes. 

LIBERALIZATION  OF  EARNINGS  TEST 

Amendments  Nos.  33  and  34:  Under  the  existing  provisions  of 
section  203  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  if  a  beneficiary  earns  $1,500  or 
less  in  a  year,  no  benefits  will  be  withheld;  if  he  earns  more  than 
$1,500  in  a  year,  $1  in  benefits  will  be  withheld  for  each  $2  of  earnings 
between  $1,500  and  $2,700,  and  $1  in  benefits  will  be  withheld  for 
each  $1  of  earnings  above  $2,700.  Also,  no  benefit  will  be  withheld 
for  any  month  in  which  the  beneficiary  earns  $125  or  less  in  wages 
and  does  not  engage  in  self-employment. 

Section  107  of  the  House  bill  amended  section  203  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  increase  the  annual  $1,500  and  $2,700  cut-off  points  to 
$1,680  and  $2,880,  respectively,  and  the  $125  monthly  figure  to  $140. 

The  Senate  amendments  modified  section  107  of  the  House  bill  so 
that  the  annual  cut-off  points  are  increased  to  $2,400  and  $3,600,  and 
the  monthly  figure  is  increased  to  $200. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

INCREASE  IN  CONTRIBUTION  AND  BENEFIT  BASE 

Amendments  Nos.  35  and  36:  Section  108  of  the  House  bill  amended 
title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  and  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  to  increase  the  earnings  counted  for  benefit  and  tax  purposes  to 
$7,600,  beginning  with  1968. 

Under  the  Senate  amendments,  the  earnings  counted  for  benefit  and 
tax  purposes  were  increased  to  $8,000  in  1968,  $8,800  in  1969  through 
1971,  and  $10,800  beginning  with  1972. 

Under  the  conference  agreement,  the  amount  of  earnings  counted  for 
benefit  and  tax  purposes  is  increased  to  $7,800,  beginning  with  1968. 

CHANGES  IN  TAX  SCHEDULE 

Amendment  No.  37:  The  following  table  shows  the  tax  schedule  in 
the  House  bill  and  that  in  the  Senate  bill: 

CONTRIBUTION  RATES  FOR  EMPLOYEES  AND  EMPLOYERS,  EACH 
[In  percent) 


House  bill  Senate  bill 

Year     -  

0ASDI  HI  Total  OASDI  HI  Total 


1967    3.9  0.5  4.4  3.9  0.5  4.4 

1968.   3.9  .  5  4.4  3.8  .  6  4.4 

1969-70    4.2  .6  4.8  4.2  .6  4.8 

1971-72    4.6  .6  5.2  4.6  .6  5.2 

1973-75.    5.0  .65  5.65  5.0  .65  5.65 

1976-79   5.0  .7  5.7  5.05  .65  5.7 

1980-86    5.0  .8  5.8  5.05  .75  5.8 

1987  and  after   5.0  .9  5.9  5.05  .75  5.8 
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CONTRIBUTION  RATES  FOR  THE  SELF-EMPLOYED 
[In  percent] 


House  bill  Senate  bill 

OASDI  HI  Total  OASDI  HI  Total 


1967   5.9  0.5  6.4  5.9  0.5  6.4 

1968    5.9  .5  6.4  5.8  .6  6.4 

1969-70   6.3  .6  6.9  6.3  .6  6.9 

1971-72    6.9  .6  7.5  6.9  .6  7.5 

1973-75   7.0  .65  7.65  7.0  .65  7.65 

1976-79   7.0  .7  7.7  7.0  .65  7.65 

1980-86   7.0  .8  7.8  7.0  .75  7.75 

1987  and  after   7.0  .9  7.9  7.0  .75  7.75 


The  conference  agreement  provides  the  following  tax  schedule: 

[In  percent] 


Employers  and  employees,  each  Self-employed 
OASDI  HI  Total  OASDI  HI  Total 


1967    3.9  0.5  4.4  5.9  0.5  6.4 

1968...   3.8  .6  4.4  5.8  .6  6.4 

1969-70    4.2  .6  4.8  6.3  .6  6.9 

1971-72    4.6  .6  5.2  6.9  .6  7.5 

1973-75    5.0  .65  5.65  7.0  .65  7.65 

1976-79...    5.0  .7  5.7  7.0  .7  7.7 

1980-86    5.0  .8  5.8  7.0  .8  7.8 

1987  and  after   5.0  .9  5.9  7.0  .9  7.9 


EXTENSION  OF  RETROACTIVITY  OF  DISABILITY  APPLICATIONS  FOR 
FREEZE  PURPOSES  WHERE  FAILURE  TO  MAKE  TIMELY  APPLICATION  IS 
DUE  TO  INCOMPETENCY 

Amendment  No.  39:  Under  existing  law,  an  application  to  establish 
a  period  of  disability  must  be  filed  no  later  than  12  months  after  the 
end  of  the  period  of  disability.  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the 
House  bill  a  new  section  (112),  amending  section  216(i)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  extend  the  time  for  filing  an  effective  application  to 
establish  a  closed  period  of  disability  (for  disability  freeze  purposes 
only)  for  an  additional  24  months — to  a  total  of  36  months — in  certain 
cases  where  it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  that  the  disabled  individual's  failure  to  file 
within  the  prescribed  period  is  due  to  his  mental  or  physical  incapacity 
to  execute  such  an  application. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 

MARRIAGE  OF  A  CHILD  WHO  IS  A  FULL-TIME  STUDENT 

Amendment  No.  40:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (113),  amending  section  202(d)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  to  provide  that  a  child's  benefits  will  not  stop  when  the  child 
marries  if  and  for  as  long  as  the  child  is  a  full-time  student  (and  is 
otherwise  entitled  to  benefits)  and,  in  the  case  of  a  girl,  her  husband 
is  also  a  full-time  student.  A  child  whose  benefits  stop  because  of 
marriage  may  subsequently  (if  otherwise  entitled,  and  upon  making 
a  new  application)  become  reentitled  to  such  benefits  if  he  becomes 
a  full-time  student  (or,  in  the  case  of  a  girl,  if  both  she  and  her  husband 
become  full-time  students) . 

The  Senate  recedes. 
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BENEFITS   FOR  CERTAIN   CHILDREN   ADOPTED   BY  DISABLED  WORKERS 

Amendment  No.  41:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (114),  amending  section  202(d)(9)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  provide  that  benefits  can  be  paid  to  the  legally  adopted 
child  of  a  worker  entitled  to  disability  benefits  (or  to  old-age  benefits 
after  having  been  entitled  to  disability  benefits)  if  the  adoption  took 
place  under  the  supervision  of  a  child-placing  agency  and  was  decreed 
by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  in  the  United  States,  the  worker 
had  continuously  resided  in  the  United  States  for  at  least  one  year 
prior  to  the  date  of  adoption,  and  the  child  was  under  the  age  of  18 
on  the  date  of  the  adoption,  regardless  of  when  the  adoption  occurred. 
(Under  present  law  the  adoption,  even  if  other  conditions  are  met, 
must  have  taken  place  within  2  years  of  the  time  the  worker  became 
entitled  to  disability  benefits.) 

The  House  recedes  with  technical  amendments. 

BENEFITS  FOR  MOTHERS  OF  CERTAIN  FULL-TIME  STUDENTS 

Amendment  No.  42:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (114a),  amending  section  202  (s)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  to  provide  that  a  wife  or  mother  otherwise  qualified  may 
receive  benefits  on  the  basis  of  having  an  entitled  child  in  her  care, 
where  the  child  is  between  18  and  22  and  is  only  entitled  to  child's 
benefits  because  he  is  a  full-time  student,  if  the  school  at  which  the 
child  is  a  student  is  an  elementary  or  secondary  school.  (Under  exist- 
ing law,  a  wife  or  mother  can  be  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  basis  of 
having  a  child  in  her  care  only  if  the  child  is  entitled  to  child's  bene- 
fits because  he  is  under  18  or  is  disabled — she  cannot  qualify  on  the 
basis  of  a  child  who  is  entitled  only  because  he  is  a  student,  regardless 
of  the  level  of  the  school  at  which  he  is  enrolled.) 

The  Senate  recedes. 

STUDY  OF  DELAYED  RETIREMENT  INCREMENT 

Amendment  No.  43 :  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House  bill 
a  new  section  (114b)  to  require  the  Social  Security  Administration  to 
make  a  study  with  respect  to  the  feasibility  of  providing  increased 
old-age  insurance  benefit  amounts  for  people  who  delay  their  retire- 
ment and  may  continue  to  work  after  age  65,  and  to  report  its  findings 
to  the  Congress. 

The  Senate  recedes  (but  the  substance  of  the  provision  is  included 
in  section  405  of  the  bill — see  Amendment  No.  282). 

COVERAGE  OF  MINISTERS 

Amendments  Nos.  44,  45,  46,  and  47:  Under  existing  law,  the 
services  which  a  clergyman  (including  a  Christian  Science  practitioner 
or  a  member  of  a  religious  order  who  has  not  taken  a  vow  of  poverty) 
performs  in  the  exercise  of  his  ministry  are  excluded  from  coverage 
unless  the  clergyman  elects  coverage  by  filing  a  waiver  certificate 
within  a  prescribed  period;  if  he  makes  the  election  his  services  in 
his  ministry  are  covered  under  the  provisions  of  law  applicable  to 
self-employed  persons.  A  member  of  a  religious  order  who  has  taken 
a  vow  of  poverty  may  not  make  such  an  election;  his  services  are 
compulsorily  excluded  from  coverage. 
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Section  115  of  the  House  bill  amended  section  211(c)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  and  section  1402(c)  and  (e)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  to  provide  that  the  services  performed  in  the  exercise  of 
his  profession  by  a  minister,  a  Christian  Science  practitioner,  or  any 
member  of  a  religious  order  (including  a  member  who  has  taken  a  vow 
of  poverty)  are  to  be  covered  under  the  provisions  of  law  applicable 
to  the  self-employed  unless  he  obtains  an  exemption  from  social 
security  taxes  (and  coverage)  by  filing  within  a  prescribed  period 
(under  the  revised  section  1402(e)  of  the  Code)  an  application  for 
exemption,  together  with  a  statement  that  he  is  conscientiously  op- 
posed to  the  acceptance  (with  respect  to  his  professional  service)  of 
any  public  insurance  such  as  social  security;  a  clergyman  who  had 
elected  coverage  under  existing  law  could  not  secure  an  exemption, 
and  an  exemption  from  coverage  would  be  irrevocable. 

Senate  amendments  Nos.  44,  45,  and  46  added  language  providing 
that  members  of  religious  orders  who  have  taken  a  vow  of  poverty 
are  compulsorily  excluded  from  coverage,  as  under  present  law,  and 
need  not  file  any  application  to  secure  the  exemption.  Senate  amend- 
ment No.  47  provided  an  additional  basis  for  the  exemption  from 
social  security  taxes  (and  coverage) ;  clergymen  opposed  to  the  accept- 
ance of  public  insurance  on  grounds  of  religious  principle  (in  addition 
to  those  conscientiously  opposed  as  provided  in  the  House  bill)  may 
secure  the  exemption. 

The  House  recedes. 

STATE  AND  LOCAL  DIVIDED  RETIREMENT  SYSTEMS 

Amendment  No.  48:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  section  116 
of  the  House  bill  a  new  subsection  (d),  amending  section  218(d)(6)(F) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  so  as  to  grant  an  additional  opportunity, 
through  1969,  for  the  election  of  social  security  coverage  by  members 
of  State  and  local  government  retirement  systems  who  did  not  elect 
coverage  when  they  previously  had  the  opportunity  to  do  so  under 
the  divided  retirement  system  procedure,  which  permits  certain 
States  to  cover  only  those  current  members  of  a  retirement  system 
who  desire  coverage. 

The  House  recedes. 

COVERAGE  OF  POLICEMEN  AND  FIREMEN  IN  PUERTO  RICO  AND  CERTAIN 
FIREMEN  IN  NEBRASKA 

Amendment  No.  50:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (119),  amending  section  218(p)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  to  add  Puerto  Rico  to  the  list  of  States  which  may,  if  they  so 
desire,  provide  social  security  coverage  for  policemen  and  firemen  in 
positions  under  State  or  local  retirement  systems.  The  Senate  amend- 
ment also  included  a  provision  validating  amounts  erroneously  re- 
ported for  past  services  performed  by  certain  firemen  employed  by 
political  subdivisions  in  Nebraska,  if  amounts  representing  social 
security  taxes  were  erroneously  paid  in  good  faith  and  no  refund  has 
been  obtained. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 
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COVERAGE  OF  FIREMEN  IN  STATES  NOT  SPECIFICALLY  LISTED 

Amendment  No.  51 :  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (120),  amending  section  218(p)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  to  allow  social  security  coverage  to  be  extended  to  firemen  under 
a  State  or  local  retirement  system  in  a  State  not  designated  by  name 
(in  section  218(p))  as  one  which  is  permitted  to  cover  policemen  and 
firemen,  if  the  Governor  of  the  State  certifies  that  the  overall  benefit 
protection  of  the  group  of  firemen  which  would  be  brought  under 
social  security  coverage  would  be  improved  by  reason  of  the  extension 
of  coverage  to  the  group.  Coverage  could  be  extended  under  this 
provision  only  after  a  favorable  referendum  in  which  no  person  other 
than  a  fireman  could  vote. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 

COVERAGE  OF  ERRONEOUSLY  REPORTED  WAGES  FOR  FORMER  STATE  OR 
LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES 

Amendment  No.  52:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (121),  amending  section  218(f)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  permit  a  State,  when  it  provides  retroactive  coverage 
for  a  coverage  group  under  a  modification  of  the  State's  agreement, 
to  specify  that  whatever  retroactive  coverage  is  provided  for  the  cur- 
rent employees  of  the  coverage  group  will  also  be  provided  for  former 
employees  with  respect  to  whose  earnings  amounts  representing  social 
security  taxes  had  been  erroneously  paid  in  good  faith  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury.  The  retroactive  coverage  would  not  apply  to  any 
former  employee  for  whom  a  refund  of  taxes  had  been  made. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 

COVERAGE  OF  FEES  OF  STATE  AND  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES  AS 
SELF-EMPLOYMENT  INCOME 

Amendment  No.  53:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (122),  amending  section  211(c)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  and  section  1402(c)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to 
provide  that  fees  received  after  1967  by  employees  of  State  or  local 
governments  in  positions  compensated  solely  on  a  fee  basis  and  not 
covered  under  a  State  social  security  agreement  will  be  covered  under 
the  self-employment  provisions;  however,  any  person  in  a  fee-basis 
position  in  1968  may  elect  irrevocably  (before  the  due  date  of  his  tax 
return  for  1968)  not  to  have  the  amendment  apply  to  him — i.e.,  not 
to  have  his  fees  covered  under  the  self-employment  provisions.  The 
Senate  amendment  also  added  to  section  218  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  a  new  subsection  (u)  under  which  any  future  modification  of  a 
State's  agreement  may  cover  services  in  positions  compensated  solely 
on  a  fee  basis  only  if  the  modification  specifically  includes  such 
services  as  covered,  and  under  which  a  State  may  remove  such 
services  from  coverage  under  the  agreement. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 

FAMILY  EMPLOYMENT  IN  A  PRIVATE  HOME 

Amendment  No.  54:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (123),  amending  section  210(a)(3)(B)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  and  section  3121(b)(3)(B)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
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Code  of  1954  to  extend  social  security  coverage,  beginning  after 
1967,  to  domestic  service  in  a  private  home  of  the  employer  performed 
by  an  individual  in  the  employ  of  his  son  or  daughter,  provided 
that  certain  conditions  are  met.  The  service  in  any  calendar  quarter 
would  be  covered  only  if  the  employer  has  living  in  his  home  a  son, 
daughter,  stepson,  or  stepdaughter  who  is  under  age  18  or  whose 
mental  or  physical  condition  requires  the  personal  care  and  super- 
vision of  an  adult  for  at  least  4  continuous  weeks  in  the  quarter,  and 
the  employer  either  is  widowed  or  divorced  (and  has  not  remarried) 
or  has  a  spouse  living  in  the  home  who,  because  of  a  mental  or  physical 
condition,  is  incapable  of  caring  for  the  employer's  son,  daughter, 
stepson,  or  stepdaughter  for  at  least  4  continuous  weeks  in  the  quarter. 
The  House  recedes  with  technical  amendments. 

EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  MASSACHUSETTS  TURNPIKE  AUTHORITY 

Amendment  No.  55:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (124),  giving  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  authority  to  permit  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  under 
such  conditions  as  he  deems  appropriate,  to  remove  the  employees 
of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority  from  social  security  coverage 
before  the  expiration  of  2  years  after  giving  advance  notice  to  the 
Secretary,  with  the  provision  that  if  the  employees  are  thus  removed 
from  coverage  the  State  cannot  again  extend  coverage  to  employees 
of  the  Authority. 

The  House  recedes  with  technical  amendments. 

METHOD    OF   PAYMENT   TO   PHYSICIANS   UNDER   THE  SUPPLEMENTARY 
MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

Amendments  Nos.  56,  57,  58,  59,  and  60:  The  House  bill  amended 
section  1842(b)(3)(B)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  present  receipted  bill  and  assignment  methods  of  payment 
for  physicians'  services,  an  alternative  method,  effective  with  respect 
to  bills  received  after  December  31,  1967,  under  which  a  physician 
or  other  person  providing  the  service  could  receive  payment  on  the 
basis  of  an  itemized  bill  if  such  bill  is  submitted  in  the  form  and 
manner  and  within  the  time  specified  by  regulation  and  if  the  full 
charge  does  not  exceed  the  reasonable  charge  for  the  service.  Under 
the  alternative  method  payment  could  be  made  to  the  patient  if 
payment  is  not  made  to  the  person  providing  the  service  for  the 
reason  that  the  charge  exceeds  the  reasonable  charge,  the  person 
providing  the  service  does  not  submit  the  bill  as  provided  for  by 
regulation,  or  such  person  directs  that  payment  be  made  to  the 
patient.  The  House  bill  also  provided,  with  respect  to  bills  received 
after  December  31,  1967,  that  requests  for  payment  under  the  sup- 
plementary medical  insurance  program  for  services  reimbursable  on 
a  reasonable  charge  basis  must  be  filed  no  later  than  the  close  of  the 
calendar  year  after  the  year  in  which  the  service  is  furnished  (service 
furnished  in  the  last  3  months  of  a  calendar  year  is  deemed  to  have 
been  furnished  in  the  succeeding  calendar  year) . 

The  Senate  amendments  changed  present  law,  effective  with  respect 
to  claims  on  which  a  final  determination  has  not  been  made  on  or  before 
the  date  of  enactment,  by  eliminating  the  receipted  bill  method  of 
payment  (payment  by  the  patient  required  before  reimbursement) 
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and  by  providing  that  payment  can  be  made  either  to  the  patient  on  the 
basis  of  an  itemized  bill  (either  receipted  or  unpaid)  or  to  the  physician 
under  the  assignment  method.  The  Senate  amendments  retained  the 
House  bill  provision  which  establishes  the  calendar  year  limitation  for 
filing  medical  insurance  claims,  but  made  such  limitation  applicable 
to  bills  submitted  and  requests  for  payment  made  on  or  after  April  1, 
1968. 
The  House  recedes. 

PODIATKISTS 

Amendment  No.  61:  The  House  bill  amended  section  1861  (r) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  include  within  the  definition  of  "physi- 
cian" a  doctor  of  podiatry  or  surgical  chiropody,  but  only  with  respect 
to  functions  which  he  is  legally  authorized  to  perform  as  such  by  the 
State  in  which  he  performs  them.  Under  the  House  bill  a  doctor  of 
podiatry  would  not  be  considered  a  "physician"  for  purposes  of  sec- 
tions 1814(a)  and  1835  (relating  to  certification  and  recertification  of 
medical  necessity  under  parts  A  and  B  of  title  XVIII)  and  section 
1861(k)  (relating  to  utilization  review).  Certain  services  performed 
by  a  podiatrist  were  also  excluded  for  purposes  of  payment  under  the 
hospital  and  medical  insurance  programs. 

The  Senate  amendment  provided,  in  addition  to  those  restrictions 
in  the  House  provision,  that  a  podiatrist  would  not  be  considered  to 
be  a  "physician"  for  the  purposes  of  subsection  (j)  (relating  to  ex- 
tended care  facilities),  subsection  (m)  (relating  to  home  health  serv- 
ices), and  subsection  (o)  (relating  to  home  health  agencies)  of  section 
1861. 

The  House  recedes. 

EXCLUSION  OF  CERTAIN  SERVICES  EXCEPT  WITH  REGARD  TO 
PROSTHETIC  LENSES 

Amendment  No.  62:  Section  128  of  the  House  bill  amended  section 
1862(a)(7)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  which  provides  that  no  payment 
may  be  made  under  title  XVIII  for  expenses  incurred  for  routine 
physical  checkups,  eyeglasses,  eye  examinations  for  the  purpose  of 
prescribing,  fitting,  or  changing  eyeglasses,  or  hearing  aids  or  examina- 
tions therefor,  by  adding  a  provision  that  no  payment  may  be  made 
for  expenses  incurred  for  procedures  performed  (during  the  course  of 
any  eye  examination)  to  determine  the  refractive  state  of  the  eyes. 

The  Senate  amendment  provided  that  the  exclusion  added  by  the 
House  bill  is  not  to  apply  with  respect  to  expenses  incurred  for  pro- 
cedures performed  in  connection  with  furnishing  prosthetic  lenses. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

TRANSFER  OF  ALL  OUTPATIENT  HOSPITAL  SERVICES  TO  SUPPLEMENTARY 
MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

Amendment  No.  71:  Section  129  of  the  House  bill  amended  the 
appropriate  sections  in  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  place 
coverage  of  all  outpatient  hospital  services  in  the  supplementary  medi- 
cal insurance  program. 

The  Senate  amendment  made  the  provisions  of  the  House  bill 
applicable  with  respect  to  services  furnished  after  March  31,  1968, 
rather  than  December  31,  1967,  except  that  the  elimination  of  the 
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physician  certification  requirement  with  respect  to  outpatient  hospital 
diagnostic  services  would  apply  to  services  furnished  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  the  bill. 
The  House  recedes. 

PAYMENT  FOR  PHYSICAL  THERAPY  SERVICES  FURNISHED  TO  OUTPATIENTS 

Amendment  No.  77:  Section  133  of  the  House  bill  amended  section 
1861  (s)  (2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  supplementary  medical 
insurance  coverage  of  physical  therapy  furnished  to  an  outpatient,  in 
a  residence  used  as  the  patient's  home,  by  a  hospital  or  by  others 
under  arrangements  with  the  hospital,  if  such  therapy  is  under  the 
supervision  of  such  hospital.  This  provision  would  apply  with  respect 
to  services  furnished  after  December  31,  1967. 

The  Senate  amendment  provided  coverage  for  outpatient  physical 
therapy  services  furnished  by  physical  therapists  employed  by  or 
under  an  agreement  with,  and  under  the  supervision  of,  hospitals 
and  other  providers  of  services  as  well  as  approved  clinics  or  rehabili- 
tation centers,  and  local  public  health  agencies  that  meet  standards 
established  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
relating  to  health  and  safety.  The  patient  would  not  have  to  be 
homebound  for  the  physical  therapy  services  to  be  covered.  Payment 
would  be  made  for  such  services  only  when  furnished  in  accordance 
with  a  plan,  established  and  periodically  reviewed  by  a  physician, 
that  would  prescribe  the  type  of  physical  therapy  services  to  be  pro- 
vided and  the  amount  and  duration  of  such  services.  The  Senate 
amendment  would  apply  with  respect  to  services  furnished  after 
June  30,  1968. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 

BLOOD  DEDUCTIBLES 

Amendments  Nos.  78  and  79:  Section  135  of  the  House  bill  amended 
sections  1813(a)(2)  (as  redesignated  by  the  bill)  and  1866(a)(2)(c)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  that  equivalent  quantities  of  packed 
red  blood  cells  shall  be  treated  as  blood  under  the  hospital  insurance 
program,  and  that  a  patient  would  have  to  replace  2  pints  of  blood 
for  the  first  pint  of  blood  received  (rather  than  1  pint  as  under  present 
law)  for  purposes  of  the  3-pint  deductible.  The  House  bill  also 
amended  section  1833(b)  by  establishing  a  3-pint  deductible  require- 
ment with  respect  to  blood  (or  equivalent  quantities  of  packed  cells) 
furnished  to  an  individual  during  a  calendar  year  under  the  supple- 
mentary medical  insurance  program. 

The  Senate  amendments  deleted  the  requirement  in  the  House  bill 
that  the  patient  replace,  for  purposes  of  the  3-pint  deductible,  2  pints 
of  blood  for  the  first  pint  of  blood  received. 

The  House  recedes. 

EXTENSION  BY  60  DAYS  DURING  INDIVIDUAL'S  LIFETIME  OF  MAXIMUM 
DURATION  OF  BENEFITS  FOR  INPATIENT  HOSPITAL  SERVICES 

Amendment  No.  80:  Section  137  of  the  House  bill  amended  section 
1812(a)  (1)  and  (b)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  a  maximum 
of  120  days  (rather  than  90)  of  inpatient  hospital  services  for  an 
individual  during  any  spell  of  illness,  and  amended  section  1813(a)(1) 
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of  the  act  to  provide  that  the  amount  payable  for  such  services  for 
each  day  before  the  121st  day  and  after  the  90th  day  of  a  spell  of 
illness  will  be  reduced  by  a  coinsurance  amount  equal  to  one-half  of 
the  inpatient  hospital  deductible  determined  under  section  1813(b). 
(The  inpatient  hospital  deductible  is  currently  established  at  $40.) 

The  Senate  amendments  provided  an  individual  with  a  lifetime 
reserve  of  60  days  of  additional  coverage  for  inpatient  hospital  care 
for  use  after  he  has  exhausted  the  90  days  of  hospital  services  to  which 
he  is  entitled  during  any  spell  of  illness.  The  coinsurance  amount  for 
each  such  additional  day  of  coverage  would  equal  one-fourth  of  the 
inpatient  hospital  deductible  determined  under  section  1813(b). 

The  conference  agreement  contains  the  Senate  provision  for  a  life- 
time reserve  of  60  additional  days,  but  applies  the  House  provision  for 
a  coinsurance  amount  equal  to  one-half  of  the  impatient  hospital 
deductible. 

METHOD    OF    DETERMINING    REASONABLE    COST    FOR    PROVIDERS  OF 

SERVICES 

Amendment  No.  84:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (142),  amending  section  1861(v)(l)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  by  providing  that  the  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for  determining  the 
reasonable  cost  of  services  under  title  XVIII  shall  give  a  provider  of 
services  the  option  of  having  the  cost  of  covered  services  determined 
on  a  per  diem  basis  (per  diem  costs  prevailing  in  a  community  for 
comparable  quality  and  levels  of  services  would  be  taken  into  account 
in  determining  such  per  diem  basis) .  Cost  of  services  would  otherwise 
be  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  per  unit,  per  capita,  or  other  basis 
insuring  the  provider  reasonable  cost  reimbursement. 

The  Senate  recedes  with  the  understanding  on  the  part  of  the 
conferees  for  both  the  Senate  and  the  House  that  this  action  is  not  to 
be  taken  as  a  final  decision  or  prejudgment  respecting  the  issue  of 
reimbursing  providers  of  service  under  the  medicare  program  by 
alternative  methods  to  those  now  employed.  Such  decisions  should 
not  be  made  until  such  time  as  adequate  data  concerning  the  actual 
cost  of  benefits  furnished  to  medicare  beneficiaries  have  been  obtained 
and  made  available  to  Congress.  At  the  present  time  such  data  have 
not  been  compiled  since  the  actual  costs  incurred  by  providers  for 
services  furnished  to  medicare  recipients  during  the  first  fiscal  year 
of  operation  of  the  program  have  not  been  finally  determined.  The 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  has  been  directed  to 
furnish  such  data  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  and  the 
Committee  on  Finance  as  soon  as  it  is  available. 

ALLOWANCE    FOR    DEPRECIATION    AND     INTEREST    IN  DETERMINING 
REASONABLE  COST  UNDER  TITLES  V,  XVIII,  AND  XIX 

Amendment  No.  85:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House  bill 
a  new  section  (143),  providing  that  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  would  take  into  account  any  disapproval  by  State 
agencies  carrying  on  planning  under  the  Partnership  for  Health  Act  of 
expenditures  (made  after  June  30,  1970,  or  an  earlier  date  at  the 
request  of  a  State)  by  hospitals  or  other  health  facilities  for  substantial 
capital  items.  Depreciation  and  interest  attributable  to  substantial 


46 


capital  items  found  not  in  accordance  with  a  State's  overall  plan  would 
not  be  includible  as  a  part  of  the  "reasonable  cost"  of  covered  services 
provided  to  individuals  under  titles  V,  XVIII,  and  XIX. 
The  Senate  recedes. 

STATE  AGREEMENTS  FOR  COVERAGE  UNDER  THE  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE 
PROGRAM  FOR  THE  AGED 

Amendment  No.  86:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (144),  adding  a  new  section  1818  to  the  Social 
Security  Act  permitting  a  State  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for  the  provision  of 
hospital  insurance  coverage  beginning  April  1,  1968,  for  State  and 
local  employees,  retired  or  active  (and  their  dependents  and  sur- 
vivors), age  65  or  over  who  do  not  otherwise  qualify  for  medicare 
hospital  insurance  protection.  A  State  would  reimburse  the  Federal 
Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  for  the  actual  costs  of  benefits  paid 
and  administrative  expenses  incurred  with  respect  to  these  persons. 
An  agreement  (either  in  its  entirety  or  with  respect  to  any  one  or 
more  coverage  groups)  could  be  terminated  if  the  Secretary  finds 
that  the  State  concerned  is  no  longer  legally  able  to  comply  with 
the  provisions  of  the  agreement.  A  State  may  also,  at  its  option, 
terminate  such  an  agreement. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

PROVISIONS  FOR  BENEFITS  UNDER  PART  A  OF  TITLE  XVIII  OF  THE 
SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT  FOR  PATIENTS  ADMITTED  PRIOR  TO  1968  TO 
CERTAIN  HOSPITALS 

Amendment  No.  87:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (145),  providing  that  payment  may  be  made, 
on  the  basis  of  an  itemized  bill,  to  an  individual  entitled  to  hospital 
insurance  benefits  for  inpatient  hospital  services  furnished  after  June 
30,  1966,  in  certain  nonparticipating  hospitals  as  a  result  of  admis- 
sions occurring  before  January  1,  1968.  The  hospital  must  be  licensed 
as  a  hospital,  have  full-time  nursing  services,  and  be  primarily  en- 
gaged in  providing  medical  care  under  the  supervision  of  a  doctor  of 
medicine  or  osteopathy.  Application  for  reimbursement  under  this 
provision  would  have  to  be  filed  before  January  1,  1969,  and  payment 
would  be  limited  to  60  percent  of  room  and  board  charges  and  80  per- 
cent of  hospital  ancillary  charges  for  up  to  90  days  in  each  spell  of 
illness  (subject  to  cost-sharing  provisions  in  present  law)  if  the  hospital 
formally  participates  in  the  hospital  insurance  program  before  January 
1,  1969,  and  applies  its  utilization  review  plan  to  the  services  furnished 
such  individual.  If  the  hospital  does  not  participate  before  January 
1,  1969,  payment  under  this  provision  would  be  limited  to  20  days 
in  each  spell  of  illness. 

The  House  recedes  with  technical  amendments. 

PAYMENT  FOR  EMERGENCY  HOSPITAL  SERVICES 

Amendment  No.  88:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (146),  amending  section  1861(e)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  redefine,  effective  July  1,  1966,  the  term  "hospital" 
(for  purposes  of  paying  for  emergency  hospital  services)  to  mean 
an  institution  which  must  be  licensed  as  a  hospital,  have  full-time 
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nursing  services,  and  be  primarily  engaged  in  providing  medical 
care  under  the  supervision  of  a  doctor  of  medicine  or  osteopathy.  The 
requirements  under  present  law  with  respect  to  clinical  records, 
medical  staff  bylaws,  and  care  of  patient  by  a  physician  are  eliminated. 
The  Senate  amendment  also  provided  that  if  the  hospital  does  not  bill 
for  emergency  hospital  services,  the  patient  could  be  paid  60  percent 
of  the  room  and  board  charges  and  80  percent  of  the  hospital  ancillary 
charges  (or,  if  the  hospital  does  not  make  separate  charges  for  routine 
and  ancillary  services,  two-thirds  of  the  hospital's  reasonable  charges), 
subject  to  deductible  and  other  existing  limitations,  with  respect  to 
hospital  admissions  occurring  after  December  31,  1967. 
The  House  recedes  with  technical  amendments. 

PAYMENT  FOR  CERTAIN  SERVICES  FURNISHED  OUTSIDE  THE 
UNITED  STATES 

Amendment  No.  89:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (147),  amending  section  1814(f)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  permit,  effective  with  admissions  occurring  after 
March  31,  1968,  direct  payment  of  hospital  insurance  benefits  to  a 
resident  of  the  United  States  for  up  to  20  days  of  inpatient  hospital 
services  furnished  in  a  country  contiguous  to  the  United  States  by  a 
hospital  which  is  not  more  than  50  miles  from  the  border  of  the  con- 
tinental United  States.  For  nonemergency  care,  the  hospital  would 
have  to  be  the  nearest  suitable  one  to  the  patient's  residence.  Payment 
would  also  be  made  for  emergency  inpatient  services  furnished  in  a 
foreign  hospital  within  50  miles  of  the  United  State's  border  if  the 
hospital  was  the  closest  one  suitable  for  treatment  and  the  emergency 
necessitating  such  services  occurred  no  more  than  50  miles  outside 
the  United  States.  Benefits  would  be  payable  only  on  the  basis  of  a 
request  for  payment  by  an  individual  entitled  to  hospital  insurance 
benefits  and  only  if  the  foreign  hospital  met  standards  that  are  es- 
sentially comparable  to  those  required  of  hospitals  participating 
under  the  program  in  the  United  States.  Subject  to  appropriate 
deductibles  and  other  limitations,  the  amount  payable  under  this 
provision  would  be  equal  to  60  percent  of  the  hospital's  reasonable 
charges  for  routine  services  in  the  room  occupied  by  the  individual 
or  in  semiprivate  accommodations,  whichever  is  less,  plus  80  percent 
of  the  hospital's  reasonable  charges  for  ancillary  services,  or,  if 
separate  charges  for  routine  and  ancillary  services  are  not  made  by 
such  hospital,  reimbursement  may  be  made  to  the  patient  on  the  basis 
of  two-thirds  of  the  hospital's  reasonable  charges  but  not  to  exceed 
the  charges  that  would  have  been  made  if  the  patient  had  occupied 
semiprivate  accommodations. 

The  Senate  recedes  with  the  understanding  that  the  Departments 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and  State  will  explore,  and  report 
to  the  Committees  on  Ways  and  Means  and  Finance,  the  feasibility 
of  entering  into  reciprocal  agreements  and  arrangements  with  neigh- 
boring nations  designed  to  make  medicare  benefits  available  to  U.S. 
citizens  who  receive  necessary  hospital  care  in  such  nations. 

PAYMENT  UNDER  SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM  FOR 
CERTAIN  INPATIENT  ANCILLARY  SERVICES 

Amendment  No.  90 :  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House  bill 
a  new  section  (148),  amending  section  1861  (s)  of  the  Social  Security 
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Act  to  permit,  effective  April  1,  1968,  payment  under  the  medical 
insurance  program  for  certain  ancillary  hospital  and  extended  care 
facility  services,  principally  X-ray  and  laboratory  services,  furnished 
to  inpatients  who  cannot  qualify  for  payments  under  the  hospital 
insurance  program — for  example,  in  cases  where  hospital  patients  have 
exhausted  their  eligibility  under  the  hospital  insurance  program,  or 
when  extended  care  facility  patients  have  not  met  the  3-day  hospitali- 
zation requirement. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 

GENERAL    ENROLLMENT    PERIOD    UNDER    SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL 

INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

Amendment  No.  91 :  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (149),  providing  that  the  general  enrollment  periods 
for  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program  would  be  placed 
(beginning  with  1969)  on  an  annual  rather  than  a  biennial  basis, 
and  run  from  January  1  through  March  31,  rather  than  from  Oc- 
tober 1  through  December  31  as  under  present  law.  The  Secretary 
would  determine  and  promulgate  during  December  of  each  year  the 
premium  rate  for  the  program  which  would  be  applicable  for  the 
12-month  period  beginning  on  the  following  July  1  and  would  be 
required  to  issue  a  public  statement  setting  forth  the  actuarial  as- 
sumptions and  other  bases  upon  which  he  arrived  at  such  rate.  Under 
the  Senate  amendment  persons  wishing  to  disenroll  could  do  so  at 
any  time,  but  such  disenrollment  would  not  take  effect  until  the  close 
of  the  calendar  quarter  following  the  quarter  in  which  the  notice  of 
disenrollment  was  filed.  The  amendment  would  also  substitute  a  one- 
time late  enrollment  charge  (up  to  3  additional  monthly  premiums) 
for  the  10  percent  premium  increase  in  section  1839(c)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  for  those  who  delay  their  enrollment  in  the  program, 
and  would  modify  section  1837(b)(1)  to  provide  that  no  individual 
may  enroll  for  the  first  time  under  the  program  unless  he  does  so  in  a 
general  enrollment  period  which  begins  within  3  years  after  the  close 
of  the  first  enrollment  period  during  which  he  could  have  so  enrolled. 

The  House  recedes  with  an  amendment  providing  for  the  retention 
of  the  percentage  premium  increase  provision  in  present  law  for  those 
who  delay  enrollment,  and  the  deletion  of  the  late  enrollment  charge 
in  the  Senate  bill. 

ELIMINATION  OF  SPECIAL  REDUCTION  IN  ALLOWABLE  DAYS  OF  INPATIENT 
HOSPITAL  SERVICES  FOR  PATIENTS  IN  TUBERCULOSIS  HOSPITALS 

Amendment  No.  92:  Section  138  of  the  House  bill  provided  that  the 
limitation  in  section  1812(c)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  on  payment 
of  hospital  insurance  benefits  during  the  first  spell  of  illness  for  an 
individual  who  is  an  inpatient  of  a  psychiatric  or  tuberculosis  hospital 
at  the  time  he  first  becomes  eligible  for  benefits  under  the  hospital 
insurance  program  would  not  be  applicable  to  benefits  for  services  in 
a  general  hospital  if  such  services  are  not  primarily  for  the  diagnosis 
or  treatment  of  mental  illness  or  tuberculosis. 

The  Senate  amendment  changed  the  provisions  of  the  House  bill 
by  eliminating  the  provision  in  present  law  under  which  days  spent  in 
a  tuberculosis  hospital  by  an  individual  immediately  before  his  initial 
entitlement  to  hospital  insurance  reduced  the  days  of  inpatient  hospital 
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coverage  for  which  he  is  eligible,  after  entitlement,  during  his  first 
spell  of  illness.  The  Senate  amendment  would  provide  that  no  reduc- 
tion Avould  occur  in  such  individual's  hospital  insurance  coverage,  after 
initial  entitlement,  during  his  first  spell  of  illness,  regardless  of  whether 
he  receives  inpatient  services  in  a  tuberculosis  or  general  hospital. 
The  Senate  amendment  retained  the  House  provision  with  respect  to 
inpatients  of  psychiatric  hospitals. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 

INCLUSION  OF  OPTOMETRISTS'  SERVICES  UNDER  SUPPLEMENTARY 
MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

Amendment  No.  93:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  defini- 
tion of  "physician"  in  section  1861  (r)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  a 
doctor  of  optometry  but  only  for  the  purpose  of  including  his  services 
as  medical  and  other  health  services  covered  under  the  supplementary 
medical  insurance  program  and  only  with  respect  to  functions  he  is 
authorized  to  perform  by  the  State  in  which  he  practices.  The  Senate 
provision  also  added  to  section  1862(a)  of  the  Act  (relating  to  items 
and  services  excluded  from  coverage  under  title  XVIII)  expenses  for 
an  optometrist's  services  in  connection  with  the  detection  of  eye  dis- 
eases, or  for  his  referral  of  an  individual  to  a  physician  (as  presently 
defined  in  the  act)  arising  from  such  services. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

INCLUSION    OF    CHIROPRACTORS'    SERVICES    UNDER  SUPPLEMENTARY 
MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

Amendment  No.  94 :  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  definition 
of  "physician"  in  section  1861  (r)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  a  licensed 
chiropractor  but  only  for  the  purpose  of  including  his  services  as 
medical  and  other  health  services  covered  under  the  supplementary 
medical  insurance  program  and  only  with  respect  to  functions  he  is 
legally  authorized  to  perform  by  the  State  in  which  he  practices. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

INCLUSION     OF    PSYCHOLOGISTS'    SERVICES    UNDER  SUPPLEMENTARY 
MEDICAL    INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

Amendment  No.  95:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  defini- 
tion of  "physician"  in  section  1861  (r)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  a 
licensed  or  certified  psychologist  but  only  for  the  purpose  of  including 
his  services  as  a  medical  and  other  health  service  covered  under  the 
supplementary  medical  insurance  program  and  only  with  respect  to 
functions  which  he  is  legally  authorized  to  perform  by  the  State  in 
which  he  practices. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

OVERPAYMENTS 

Amendment  No.  98:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new-section  (152),  amending  section  204(a)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to  re- 
cover benefits  overpaid  to  an  individual  by  withholding  benefits  pay- 
able to  him  or  his  estate  or  to  any  other  person  entitled  to  benefits 
on  the  same  earnings  record,  or  by  requiring  a  refund  from  him  or 
his  estate,  or  by  any  combination  of  these.  A  beneficiary  who  is  liable 
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for  repayment  of  an  overpayment,  whether  the  overpayment  was  made 
to  him  or  to  another  person,  would  qualify  for  waiver  of  recovery  of  the 
overpaid  amount  if  he  is  without  fault  and  meets  the  other  conditions 
prescribed  in  the  law.  (Underpayments  would  be  paid  to  the  underpaid 
beneficiary,  or,  if  he  has  died,  to  other  persons  in  accordance  with  sec- 
tion 204(d)  of  the  Act  as  amended  by  the  bill  (see  Senate  amendment 
No.  100).) 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 

BENEFITS  PAID  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  ERRONEOUS  REPORTS  OF  DEATH  IN 

MILITARY  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  99:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (153),  further  amending  section  204(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  make  benefits  paid  on  the  basis  of  an  official  report  of 
the  death  of  an  active-duty  serviceman  in  fine  of  duty,  issued  by  the 
Department  of  Defense,  lawful  payments  even  though  it  is  later  de- 
termined that  the  serviceman  is  still  alive. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 

UNDERPAYMENTS 

Amendment  No.  100:  Section  152  of  the  House  bill  amended  section 
204(d)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  that  cash  benefits  due  a 
beneficiary  at  the  time  of  his  death  are  to  be  paid  in  the  following 
order  or  priority: 

(1)  To  his  surviving  spouse  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same 
earnings  record  as  he  was,  or 

(2)  to  his  child  or  children  (in  equal  parts)  entitled  on  that 
earnings  record,  or 

(3)  to  his  parent  or  parents  (in  equal  parts)  entitled  on  that 
earnings  record,  or 

(4)  to  the  legal  representative  or  his  estate,  or 

(5)  to  his  surviving  spouse  not  entitled  to  benefits  on  the 
same  earnings  record  as  he  was,  or 

(6)  to  his  child  or  children  (in  equal  parts)  not  entitled  on  that 
earnings  record. 

If  none  of  these  persons  exist,  no  payment  would  be  made. 

Section  152  of  the  House  bill  also  amended  section  1870  of  the  Act 
to  provide  that  unpaid  medical  insurance  benefits  are  to  be  settled  as 
follows:  Where  a  beneficiary  who  has  received  services  for  which 
payment  is  due  him  dies,  and  the  bill  for  such  services  has  been  paid 
but  reimbursement  under  the  medical  insurance  program  has  not  been 
made,  payment  of  the  medical  insurance  benefits  would  be  made  to 
the  person  who  paid  the  bill.  If  payment  could  not  be  made  to  that 
person,  payment  would  be  made  to  the  legal  representative  of  the 
deceased  beneficiary's  estate,  if  there  is  one — otherwise  to  relatives 
of  the  deceased  individual  in  the  following  order  of  priority: 

(1)  To  his  surviving  spouse  living  with  him  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  or 

(2)  to  his  surviving  spouse  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same 
earnings  record  as  he  was,  or 

(3)  to  his  child  or  children  (in  equal  parts) . 

If  none  of  these  persons  exist,  no  payment  would  be  made. 

A  further  provision,  not  affected  by  the  Senate  amendment,  author- 
ized the  Secretary  to  settle  claims  for  unpaid  medical  insurance  bene- 
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fits,  in  cases  where  the  bill  for  covered  services  had  not  been  paid,  by 
making  payment  to  the  physician  or  other  person  who  provided  the 
services,  but  only  if  such  physician  (or  other  person)  agrees  to  accept 
the  reasonable  charge  for  the  services  as  his  full  charge. 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  section  152  of  the  House  bill  to 
provide  the  following  uniform  order  of  priority  for  both  cash  benefits 
and  medical  insurance  benefits  due  after  the  beneficiary's  death 
(except  that  any  medical  insurance  benefits  would  of  course  be  paid 
first  to  the  person  who  paid  for  the  services  involved,  or,  if  that  person 
is  the  deceased  beneficiary  himself,  to  the  legal  representative  of  his 
estate  if  there  is  one) : 

( 1 )  To  the  surviving  spouse  of  the  deceased  individual  if  she 
was  either  living  with  him  at  the  time  of  his  death  or  entitled 
to  benefits  on  the  same  earnings  record  as  he  was,  or 

(2)  to  his  child  or  children  (in  equal  parts)  entitled  to  benefits 
on  that  earnings  record,  or 

(3)  to  his  parent  or  parents  (in  equal  parts)  entitled  on  that 
earnings  record,  or 

(4)  to  his  surviving  spouse  if  she  was  neither  living  with  him 
nor  entitled  to  benefits  on  that  earnings  record,  or 

(5)  to  his  child  or  children  not  entitled  on  that  earnings 
record,  or 

(6)  to  his  parent  or  parents  not  entitled  on  that  earnings 
record,  or 

(7)  to  the  legal  representative  of  his  estate,  if  any,  or 

(8)  to  any  person  or  persons  related  to  him  by  blood,  marriage, 
or  adoption  who  may  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  the 
proper  person  or  persons  to  receive  the  payment  due. 

The  House  recedes  with  amendments  (1)  directing  payment  of 
supplementary  medical  insurance  benefits  to  the  person  who  paid  the 
bill  for  the  services  involved  (ahead  of  all  the  other  categories)  even 
though  the  payment  of  such  bill  occurred  after  the  beneficiary's 
death,  and  (2)  eliminating  the  Senate  provision  which  authorized 
payment  of  benefits  to  persons  related  to  the  beneficiary  by  blood, 
marriage,  or  adoption  where  there  is  no  one  to  pay  in  any  of  the 
first  seven  categories. 

DEFINITION  OF  DISABILITY 

Amendment  No.  109:  Under  existing  law,  the  term  "disability" 
is  defined  in  general  as  inability  to  engage  in  any  substantial  gainful 
activity  by  reason  of  any  medically  determinable  physical  or  mental 
impairment  which  can  be  expected  to  result  in  death  or  has  lasted 
or  can  be  expected  to  last  at  least  12  months. 

Section  156  of  the  House  bill  amended  section  223  (and  related 
provisions)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  so  as  to  clarify  the  definition 
by  providing  guidelines  emphasizing  the  role  of  medical  standards  in 
determining  disability  so  that  an  individual  is  not  to  be  considered 
under  a  "disability"  unless  his  impairment  is  of  such  severity  that  he 
is  not  only  unable  to  do  his  previous  work  but  cannot  (considering 
his  age,  education,  and  work  experience)  engage  in  any  other  kind  of 
substantial  gainful  work  which  exists  in  the  national  economy,  re- 
gardless of  whether  such  work  exists  in  the  general  area  where  he 
lives,  or  whether  a  specific  job  vacancy  exists  for  him  or  he  would  be 
hired  if  he  applied  for  work.  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
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Welfare  is  directed  to  establish  criteria  which  are  to  be  conclusive 
for  determining  when  work  or  earnings  demonstrate  ability  to  engage 
in  substantial  gainful  activity.  Section  156  also  provided  a  more 
restrictive  definition  of  disability  for  disabled  widows  and  widowers 
than  exists  in  present  law  for  disabled  workers;  a  widow  or  widower 
would  not  be  found  to  be  under  a  disability  unless  his  or  her  impair- 
ments are  of  a  level  of  severity  deemed  sufficient  to  preclude  an  indi- 
vidual from  engaging  in  any  gainful  activity  (see  discussion  of  Senate 
amendment  No.  27). 

The  Senate  amendment  struck  out  of  the  House  bill  the  language 
clarifying  the  definition  of  disability,  retaining  only  a  technical  change, 
and  also  eliminated  the  more  restrictive  definition  applicable  to  widows 
and  widowers. 

The  conference  agreement  contains  substantially  the  provision  of 
the  House  bill,  but  includes  language  designed  to  clarify  the  meaning 
of  the  phrase  "work  which  exists  in  the  national  economy".  This  lan- 
guage puts  into  the  statute  the  same  meaning  of  the  phrase  that  was 
expressed  in  the  reports  of  both  committees.  Under  the  added  lan- 
guage, "work  which  exists  in  the  national  economy"  means  work  that 
exists  in  significant  numbers  in  the  region  in  which  the  individual 
lives  or  in  several  regions  in  the  country.  The  purpose  of  so  defining 
the  phrase  is  to  preclude  from  the  disability  determination  considera- 
tion of  a  type  or  types  of  jobs  that  exist  only  in  very  limited  number 
or  in  relatively  few  geographic  locations  in  order  to  assure  that  an 
individual  is  not  denied  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  presence  in  the 
economy  of  isolated  jobs  he  could  do. 

AMENDMENT  TO  COMPLY  WITH  TREATY  OBLIGATIONS 

Amendment  No.  119:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (162),  amending  sections  228(a)  and  1836  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  and  section  103(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1965.  Under  the  Senate  amendment,  the  present  5-year 
residence  requirements  that  uninsured  aliens  must  meet  in  order  to 
qualify  for  hospital  insurance  benefits  or  special  age-72  cash  payments, 
or  to  be  eligible  to  participate  in  the  supplementary  medical  insurance 
program,  will  not  apply  to  any  individual  when  their  application 
would  be  contrary  to  present  treaty  obligations  of  the  United  States. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE  OF  LIMITATION  ON  PAYMENT  OF  BENEFITS  TO  ALIENS 
OUTSIDE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Amendment  Nos.  121,  122,  and  123:  Section  160  of  the  House  bill 
amended  section  202  (t)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  that  the 
present  40-quarters-of-coverage  and  10-years-residence  exceptions  to 
the  provision  requiring  the  withholding  of  benefits  from  aliens  outside 
the  United  States  are  not  to  apply  to  aliens  who  are  citizens  of  a 
country  that  has  a  social  insurance  or  pension  system  of  general 
applicability  under  which  benefits  are  denied  to  otherwise  eligible 
Americans  while  they  are  outside  of  that  country,  or  who  are  citizens 
of  a  country  that  does  not  have  such  a  system  if  at  any  time  during 
a  specified  5-year  period  benefits  to  individuals  in  that  country  cannot 
be  paid  because  of  the  Treasury  ban  on  payments  to  Communist- 
controlled  countries.  This  change  was  made  applicable  for  and  after 
the  sixth  month  following  enactment. 
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Section  160  of  the  House  bill  also  prohibited  payment  of  any  benefits 
for  months  after  enactment  which  are  withheld  on  account  of  the 
Treasury  ban,  and  provides  that  past  benefits  withheld  (through  the 
month  of  enactment)  may  not  be  paid,  if  and  when  the  ban  ends,  in 
excess  of  the  last  12  months'  benefits  or  to  anyone  other  than  the 
beneficiary  or  a  survivor  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same  earnings 
record. 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  section  160  of  the  House  bill  to 
delay  the  effective  dates  of  these  provisions  until  December  31,  1968. 

The  conference  agreement  delays  the  effective  dates  of  these  pro- 
visions only  until  June  30,  1968. 

SPECIAL  PROVISION  IN  THE  CASE  OF  CERTAIN  CHILDREN 

Amendment  No.  124:  Section  161  of  the  House  bill  amended  sec- 
tion 203  (a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  that  benefits  payable  to 
illegitimate  children  whose  entitlement  to  benefits  derives  from  section 
216(h)(3)  of  the  Act  as  added  by  the  1965  Amendments  may  not  ex- 
ceed the  difference  between  the  total  amount  payable  to  other  persons 
on  the  same  wage  record  and  the  family  maximum  amount. 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  section  161  of  the  House  bill  (1)  to 
provide  that  where  benefits  payable  on  the  effective  date  of  the  1965 
Amendments  were  reduced  because  such  a  child  became  entitled  to 
benefits  under  the  provision  added  by  the  1965  Amendments,  the  bene- 
fits will  no  longer  (after  February  1968)  be  so  reduced,  and  (2)  to 
permit  the  provisions  of  present  law  to  continue  to  apply  in  the  case  of 
children  who  became  entitled  under  section  216(h)(3)  after  the  effec- 
tive date  of  the  1965  Amendments  or  become  so  entitled  in  the  future. 

The  conference  agreement  incorporates  in  substance  the  Senate 
amendment  with  respect  to  those  on  the  benefit  rolls  in  the  month 
of  enactment  and  retains  the  House  provision  with  respect  to  children 
becoming  entitled  to  benefits  in  the  future.  It  also  makes  appropriate 
adjustment  in  effective  dates  and  qualifications  to  assure  their  proper 
coordination. 

ADVISORY  COUNCIL  ON  SOCIAL  SECURITY 

Amendment  No.  126:  Section  163  of  the  House  bill  amended  section 
706  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  that  an  Advisory  Council  on 
Social  Security  is  to  be  appointed  in  February  1969  and  in  February 
of  every  fourth  year  thereafter  (instead  of  "during  1968  and  every 
fifth  year  thereafter"  as  in  existing  law),  and  that  each  such  Council 
is  to  report  no  later  than  January  1  of  the  year  following  the  year  of  its 
appointment.  (Section  163  also  provided  that  the  Chairman  of  each 
such  Council  is  to  be  appointed  by  the  Secretary;  under  existing  law 
the  Commissioner  of  Social  Security  serves  as  Chairman.) 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  section  163  of  the  House  bill  to 
provide  that  the  Advisory  Council  appointed  in  1 969  and  every  fourth 
year  thereafter  is  to  be  appointed  at  any  time  after  January  3 1  rather 
than  "during  February"  as  in  the  House  bill,  and  will  have  until  the 
first  day  of  the  second  year  following  the  year  of  its  appointment  (as 
in  existing  law)  to  make  its  report  including  any  interim  reports  it 
might  have  issued. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 
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DISCLOSURE  TO  COURTS  OF  THE  WHEREABOUTS  OF  CERTAIN  INDIVIDUALS 

Amendment  Nos.  130  and  131:  Section  166  of  the  House  bill 
provided  that,  upon  request,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  is  to  furnish  an  appropriate  court  with  the  most  recent  address 
of  a  deserting  father  (or  his  employer)  if  the  court  requests  the  informa- 
tion in  connection  with  a  support  or  maintenance  order  for  a  child. 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  section  166  of  the  House  bill  so 
as  to  assure  that  information  regarding  the  runaway  parent's  where- 
abouts will  also  be  available  to  courts  in  interstate  support  or  main- 
tenance proceedings. 

The  House  recedes. 

EXPEDITED  BENEFIT  PAYMENTS 

Amendment  No.  141:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (172),  amending  section  205  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  to  provide  for  expedited  payment  of  claims  for  monthly  benefits 
on  the  basis  of  a  written  request  filed  under  specified  conditions  in 
certain  cases  where  an  individual  alleges  that  a  benefit  due  him  was 
not  paid. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 

STUDY  OF  PROPOSED  LEGISLATION 

Amendment  No.  142:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (173),  directing  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  to  study  and  report  to  the  Congress,  on  or  before  January 
1,  1969,  the  effects  (including  the  savings  which  might  accrue  to  the 
Government  and  the  effects  on  the  health  professions  and  on  all  ele- 
ments of  the  drug  industry)  which  might  result  from  enactment  of 
two  proposals  relating  to  drugs:  (1)  a  proposal  to  cover  qualified  drugs 
under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program,  and  (2)  a  pro- 
posal to  establish,  utilizing  a  formulary  committee,  quality  and  cost 
control  standards  for  drugs  provided  under  the  various  Federal-State 
assistance  programs  and  the  hospital  insurance  program. 

The  Senate  recedes  (but  a  somewhat  similar  provision  is  included  in 
section  405  of  the  bill — see  amendment  No.  282). 

DISABILITY    INSURANCE    BENEFITS    FOR    THE    BLIND;    DEFINITION  OF 

BLINDNESS 

Amendment  No.  143:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (174),  amending  section  223  (and  related  provisions) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  that  for  purposes  of  both  dis- 
ability insurance  benefits  and  the  disability  freeze  the  term  "dis- 
ability" includes  blindness  (as  defined  by  the  amendment)  regardless 
of  whether  or  not  the  individual  involved  can  engage  (or  is  engaging) 
in  substantial  gainful  activity,  and  also  to  provide  that  an  individual 
whose  disability  is  blindness  (as  so  defined)  is  insured  for  disability 
insurance  benefits  for  any  month  if  he  had  not  less  than  6  quarters 
of  coverage  before  the  quarter  in  which  such  month  occurs;  such  an 
individual  would  continue  to  receive  his  disability  insurance  benefits 
after  attaining  age  65.  (Existing  law  generally  requires  an  individual 
to  be  fully  insured  and  to  have  20  quarters  of  coverage  in  the  40 
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quarters  ending  with  the  quarter  in  which  the  disability  begins,  with 
a  limited  relaxation  of  the  latter  requirement  in  certain  cases  involving 
blindness.)  The  term  "blindness"  is  redefined  to  mean  central  visual 
acuity  of  20/200  or  less  in  the  better  eye,  or  visual  acuity  better  than 
20/200  if  accompanied  by  a  limitation  of  the  field  of  vision  such  that 
the  widest  diameter  of  the  visual  field  subtends  an  angle  no  greater 
than  20  degrees. 

The  conference  agreement  contains  the  liberalized  definition  of 
blindness,  but  omits  the  other  provisions  of  the  Senate  amendment. 

child's  insurance  benefits  where  disability  began  between  18 

AND  22 

Amendment  No.  144:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (175),  amending  section  202  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  to  permit  a  child  to  become  entitled  to  child's  insurance  benefits 
on  the  basis  of  a  disability  which  began  at  any  time  before  age  22 
(rather  than  only  on  the  basis  of  a  disability  which  began  before 
age  18,  as  required  under  present  law). 

The  Senate  recedes. 

attorneys'  fees 

Amendment  No.  145:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (176),  amending  section  206(a)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to 
certify  payment  of  attorneys'  fees  for  services  rendered  in  adminis- 
trative proceedings  from  past-due  benefits  of  a  successful  claimant. 
The  amount  of  the  fee  so  certified  in  any  case  would  be  the  smaller  of: 
(A)  25  percent  of  the  total  past-due  benefits,  (B)  the  amount  of  the 
attorney's  fee  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  or  (C)  the  amount  agreed  upon 
between  the  claimant  and  the  attorney. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 

PROGRAMS   OF   SERVICES   FURNISHED   TO   FAMILIES  WITH  DEPENDENT 

CHILDREN 

Amendments  146,  147,  149,  153,  157,  and  166:  Section  201  of  the 
House  bill  amended  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  require  that 
services  be  provided  under  State  AFDC  plans  to  assure  to  the  maxi- 
mum extent  possible  that  children  and  other  family  members  will 
enter  the  labor  force  so  that  they  will  become  self-sufficient  and  for 
the  purpose  of  reducing  the  number  of  births  out  of  wedlock  including 
the  offer  of  family  planning  services  in  all  appropriate  cases  and  other- 
wise strengthening  family  life.  The  House  bill  also  strengthens  services 
relating  to  the  establishment  of  paternity,  securing  support  and  other 
specific  services.  (As  under  present  law,  States  can  secure  Federal 
participation  in  other  services  if  they  choose  to  provide  them.) 

The  Senate  amendments  generally  accept  the  provisions  of  the 
House  bill,  appropriately  adjusted  to  reflect  the  transfer  of  most  of  the 
responsibility  for  employability  services  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 
They  also  broaden  the  provision  in  existing  law  which  requires  a 
program  of  services  for  children  so  as  to  include  other  family  members 
under  the  State  plan.  The  program  is  to  include  any  needed  child- 
welfare  services,  and  any  other  services  needed  for  preserving,  re- 
habilitating, reuniting,  or  strengthening  the  family  and  services  that 
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will  assist  members  of  the  family  toward  maximum  self-support  and 
personal  independence. 

The  House  recedes  with  amendments  which  are  largely  of  a  technical 
or  conforming  nature. 

STATE  AND  LOCAL  SINGLE  ORGANIZATIONAL  UNIT  PROVIDING  SERVICES 
UNDER  FAMILY  PROGRAMS 

Amendments  Nos.  154,  155,  and  167:  Section  402(a) (15)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  under  section  201(a)(1)  of  the  House  bill,  required 
that  where  the  programs  of  services  furnished  to  families  with  depend- 
ent children  are  developed  and  the  services  provided  by  the  staff  of 
the  State  or  local  agency  administering  the  State  AFDC  plan,  the 
provision  of  the  services  must  be  the  responsibility  of  a  single  organi- 
zational unit  in  such  State  or  local  agency. 

Senate  amendments  Nos.  154  and  155  modified  the  provisions  of 
the  House  bill  so  as  to  eliminate  the  single-unit  requirement  in  the 
case  of  a  local  agency  while  retaining  the  requirement  in  cases  where 
it  is  the  State  agency  that  develops  and  implements  the  program  of 
services.  Senate  amendment  No.  167  modified  section  201(g)  of  the 
House  bill  to  provide  that  if  on  enactment  the  State  agency  responsible 
for  the  State  AFDC  plan  is  different  from  the  State  agency  responsible 
for  the  State's  child-welfare  services  plan,  the  requirement  for  a  single 
organizational  unit  would  not  apply  for  so  long  as  such  agencies  are 
different.  (See  also  Senate  amendments  Nos.  250  through  253.) 

The  conference  agreement  retains  the  House  provision  requiring  a 
single  organizational  unit  in  a  local  agency  as  well  as  in  a  State  agency; 
it  retains  the  provisions  of  Senate  amendment  No.  167  waiving  the 
single  organizational  unit  requirement  in  cases  where  at  the  time  of 
enactment  the  two  State  agencies  involved  are  different,  and  in  addi- 
tion provides  a  similar  waiver  for  local  agencies  in  cases  where  at  the 
time  of  enactment  the  two  local  agencies  involved  in  a  political  sub- 
division are  different. 

EARNINGS  EXEMPTIONS  FOR  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE  RECIPIENTS 

Amendments  Nos.  173,  174,  175,  and  176:  Section  202(b)  of  the 
House  bill  amended  section  402(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  re- 
quire each  State  under  its  AFDC  plan  to  exempt  all  of  the  earnings  of 
recipients  who  are  under  age  16,  or  who  are  age  16  to  21  if  they  are  in 
full-time  school  attendance,  and  to  exempt  the  first  $30  of  the  total  of 
the  monthly  earnings  of  the  family  plus  one-third  of  the  remainder  of 
the  earnings  of  the  family  (including  children  age  16-21  not  in  school, 
the  caretaker  relative,  and  any  other  individual  living  in  the  home  and 
taken  into  account  in  the  determination  of  need) . 

Senate  amendments  Nos.  173  and  174  modified  the  House  bill  to 
provide  that  all  of  the  earnings  of  any  child  receiving  AFDC  are  to  be 
exempted  only  if  the  child  is  a  full-time  student  or  a  part-time  student 
who  is  not  a  full-time  employee.  Senate  amendments  Nos.  175  and 
176  increased  the  amount  to  be  exempted  from  the  first  $30  of  total 
monthly  earnings  plus  one-third  of  the  remainder  to  the  first  $50  of 
total  monthly  earnings  plus  one-half  of  the  remainder.  The  amend- 
ments would  become  effective  July  1,  1969,  but  a  State  could  put  them 
into  effect  at  any  time  after  December  31,  1967. 

The  House  recedes  on  amendments  Nos.  173  and  174,  and  the 
Senate  recedes  on  amendments  Nos.  175  and  176. 
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With  respect  to  amendment  No.  174,  the  House  recedes  with  the 
understanding  that  in  order  to  qualify  for  the  earnings  exemption  a 
part-time  student  must  have  a  school  schedule  that  is  equal  to  at 
least  one-half  of  a  full-time  curriculum. 

EXEMPTION  OF  SUPPORT  CONTRIBUTIONS  AS  EARNED 
INCOME  OF  RECIPIENTS  OF  AFDC 

Amendment  No.  178:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  section 
402(a)(8)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  by  section  202  of 
the  House  bill,  a  provision  that  contributions  by  an  absent  parent 
under  a  court  order  for  the  support  of  a  dependent  child  receiving 
AFDC  are  to  be  considered  as  earned  income  for  purposes  of  de- 
termining need  and  the  amount  of  the  assistance  payment,  subject 
to  the  earnings  exemptions  provided  in  the  bill  (see  Senate  amend- 
ments Nos.  173  through  176). 

The  Senate  recedes. 

EXEMPTION  OF  EARNINGS  UNDER  OLD  AGE  ASSISTANCE  AND  AID 
TO  THE  PERMANENTLY  AND  TOTALLY  DISABLED 

Amendments  Nos.  181,  182,  183,  and  184:  Senate  amendments 
Nos.  181,  182,  and  183  added  to  section  202  of  the  House  bill  pro- 
visions amending  sections  2(a),  1402(a),  and  1602(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  apply  the  same  provisions  for  exemption  of  earned 
income  that  are  incorporated  in  title  IV — i.e.,  the  first  $50  plus 
one-half  of  the  remainder  (under  Senate  amendments  Nos.  175  and 
176} — to  persons  receiving  aid  or  assistance  under  titles  I,  XIV,  and 
XVI  of  the  Act.  Senate  amendment  No.  184  modified  section  202(d) 
of  the  House  bill  to  apply  to  the  determination  of  need  under  titles  I, 
X,  XIV,  XVI,  and  XIX  of  the  Act  the  requirement  (applicable 
only  to  AFDC  under  the  House  bill)  that  States  disregard  any  earned 
income  exemptions  which  may  be  provided  by  other  laws. 

The  Senate  recedes  on  amendments  Nos.  181,  182,  and  183.  The 
conference  agreement  contains  the  provision  added  by  amendment 
No.  184,  with  amendments  conforming  to  the  Senate  recession  on  the 
preceding  amendments  and  making  the  provision  effective  July  1,  1968. 

UNEMPLOYED  FATHERS  UNDER  AFDC 

Amendments  Nos.  186,  189,  190,  191,  193,  and  195:  Section  407  of 
the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  by  section  203(a)  of  the  House 
bill,  denned  an  unemployed  father  (for  purposes  of  determining  the 
eligibility  of  his  children  for  AFDC)  so  as  to  exclude  fathers  who  do 
not  have  6  or  more  quarters  of  work  in  any  13-calendar-quarter  period 
ending  within  one  year  prior  to  the  application  for  aid,  and  fathers  who 
receive  (or  are  qualified  to  receive)  any  unemployment  compensation 
under  State  law. 

The  Senate  amendments  removed  these  exclusions,  and  restored 
the  provision  of  present  law  under  which  a  State  may  at  its  option 
wholly  or  partly  deny  AFDC  for  any  month  where  the  father  receives 
unemployment  compensation  during  the  month.  (The  Senate  amend- 
ments also  removed  certain  work  or  training  requirements  in  order 
to  conform  with  amendment  No.  198,  and  modified  the  effective  date 
provisions  of  the  House  bill.) 

The  Senate  recedes  (except  on  the  conforming  amendments  and 
effective  date  provisions). 
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MANDATORY  PROVISION   OF  AID  TO   CHILDREN   IN  NEED   BECAUSE  OF 
father's  UNEMPLOYMENT 

Amendment  No.  197:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  section 
203  of  the  House  bill  a  new  subsection  (c),  amending  section  402(a) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  require  an  approved  State  plan  for 
AFDC  to  provide,  effective  July  1,  1969,  for  assistance  to  children 
in  need  because  of  the  unemployment  of  their  father  as  provided  in 
section  407  of  the  Act.  (Section  407  itself,  under  both  the  House  bill 
and  Senate  amendments  Nos.  185  through  196,  simply  gives  the 
States  the  option  of  extending  their  AFDC  programs  to  include  these 
children.) 

The  Senate  recedes. 

WORK  INCENTIVE  PROGRAMS  FOR  RECIPIENTS  OF  AFDC 

Amendment  No.  198:  Section  204  of  the  House  bill  provided  for  a 
community  work  and  training  program  for  all  appropriate  adults  and 
older  children  receiving  AFDC,  to  be  administered  by  the  welfare 
agencies.  Participation  by  an  individual  in  the  program  would  be  a 
condition  of  that  individual's  eligibility  for  aid;  and  if  a  relative 
refused  without  good  cause  to  participate,  aid  for  the  children  would 
be  denied  or  if  provided  would  be  limited  to  protective  or  vendor 
payments  or  payments  for  foster  care. 

The  Senate  amendment  substituted  for  the  House  bill's  community 
work  and  training  program  a  new  work  incentive  program  to  be 
administered  by  the  Department  of  Labor  for  AFDC  recipients 
referred  by  welfare  agencies.  Those  referred  would  be  assigned  to 
regular  employment,  institutional  or  work-experience  training,  or 
subsidized  special  work  projects,  depending  upon  their  experience 
and  qualifications;  certain  classes  of  persons  for  whom  any  referral 
would  be  inappropriate  are  specifically  enumerated.  Persons  assigned 
to  regular  employment  would  qualify  for  the  earnings  exemption 
provided  by  section  202  of  the  bill;  and  an  incentive  training  allowance 
of  up  to  $20  a  week  would  be  provided  for  those  assigned  to  training 
programs.  If  an  individual  refused  without  good  cause  (as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Labor)  to  accept  work  or  training,  AFDC  payments 
on  behalf  of  the  dependent  children  to  such  individual  would  not 
terminate,  and  such  individual's  need  could  continue  to  be  taken  into 
account  for  60  days  if  he  received  counseling  during  that  period  (but 
his  grant  would  have  to  be  paid  in  the  form  of  protective  or  vendor 
payments).  Mothers  or  other  relatives  could  not  be  required  to  par- 
ticipate in  a  work  program  necessitating  their  absence  from  home 
during  times  when  the  children  are  not  attending  school.  Recipients 
under  the  District  of  Columbia's  special  program  of  temporary  assist- 
ance for  unemployed  parents  would  be  treated  the  same  as  recipients  of 
AFDC  under  a  regular  unemployed  parents  program. 

The  conference  agreement  contains  the  provisions  of  the  Senate 
amendment,  with  amendments  ( 1 )  changing  the  incentive  training 
allowance  from  $20  a  week  to  $30  a  month,  (2)  decreasing  the  Federal 
share  from  90  to  80  percent  of  the  costs  of  carrying  out  the  program, 
(3)  eliminating  mothers  and  other  relatives  who  care  for  pre-school 
children  or  children  under  16  attending  school  from  the  specified 
classes  of  persons  for  whom  referral  under  the  program  is  declared  to 
be  inappropriate,  (4)  removing  the  provision  which  would  have 


59 


allowed  the  States,  under  criteria  established  by  the  Secretary,  to  set 
up  other  exclusions  (the  conferees  believe  that  the  language  which 
allows  the  States  to  define  the  term  "appropriate"  gives  sufficient 
flexibility  to  the  States  to  determine  who  should  be  referred  to  the 
work  incentive  program),  and  (5)  providing  that  if  a  relative  refuses 
without  good  cause  to  accept  work  or  training,  AFDC  payments  on 
behalf  of  the  dependent  children  must  be  made  in  the  form  of  protective 
or  vendor  payments  or  payments  for  foster  care. 

It  is  the  understanding  and  clear  intent  of  the  conferees  that  the 
Department  of  Labor  functions  in  this  program  will  be  carried  out 
through  the  system  of  State  employment  service  offices. 

The  conferees  noted  that  the  agreed-upon  bill  contains  provisions 
requiring  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  make  an  annual  report  (the  first 
one  due  July  1,  1970)  on  the  program,  and  that  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  to  make  similar  reports  (also 
beginning  on  July  1,  1970)  on  programs  of  the  States  furnishing 
services  designed  to  make  it  possible  for  AFDC  recipients  to  take 
work  or  training.  The  conferees  intend  to  watch  very  closely  the  ad- 
ministration of  this  program  and  the  emerging  experience  gained  under 
it. 

At  the  request  of  the  conferees,  the  Department  of  Labor  furnished 
its  estimates,  based  upon  the  provisions  of  the  bill  agreed  to  by  the 
conference  committee,  concerning  expenditures  for  work  and  training 
activities  under  the  program,  the  numbers  of  persons  who  could  be 
trained  and  located  in  employment,  and  reductions  in  Federal  expen- 
ditures under  the  AFDC  program  which  will  result  from  these  activi- 
ties. These  estimates  are  shown  in  the  following  table  furnished  by 
the  Department  of  Labor. 


WORK-TRAINING  IMPACT 

Fiscal  year 

Work-training 
expenses 
(millions) 

Federal  AFDC 
reduction  due 
to  training 
(millions) 

Trainees 
(thousands) 1 

Full-time  job 
placements 
after  training 
(thousands) 

1968  

$30 

27 

1969   

1970   

1971   

1972  _   

2 129 
165 
209 
308 

-$11 
-63 
-145 
-257 

110 
150 
190 
230 

13 
55 
75 
95 

Total   

841 

-476 

757 

238 

'  Does  not  include  recipients  on  priority  III  work  projects. 

2  Includes  $8,000,000  1-year  cost  for  priority  III  work  projects  (for  public  agencies). 

FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION  IN  PAYMENTS  FOR  FOSTER  CARE  OF  CERTAIN 

DEPENDENT  CHILDREN 

Amendments  Nos.  200  and  201 :  Section  205  of  the  House  bill 
amended  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  authorize  Federal 
participation  in  payments  for  foster  care  of  certain  dependent  children 
under  the  AFDC  program  to  the  extent  that  such  payments  do  not 
exceed  an  average  of  $100  per  month,  effective  with  respect  to  foster 
care  provided  after  September  1967. 

Senate  amendment  No.  200  reduced  this  figure  to  $50,  and  Senate 
amendment  No.  201  made  the  provision  effective  with  respect  to  foster 
care  provided  after  December  1967. 

The  Senate  recedes  on  amendment  No.  200,  and  the  House  recedes 
on  amendment  No.  201. 
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EMERGENCY  ASSISTANCE  FOR  CERTAIN  NEEDY  FAMILIES  WITH  CHILDREN 

Amendments  Nos.  207,  208,  and  212:  Section  206  of  the  House  bill 
amended  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  that  the 
Federal  Government  will  participate  in  State  expenditures  under  a 
program  for  emergency  assistance  to  certain  needy  families  with 
children  which  is  furnished  for  not  more  than  30  days  in  any  12-month 
period. 

Senate  amendment  No.  207  extended  to  60  days  in  any  12-month 
period  the  period  for  which  Federal  sharing  as  provided  in  the  House 
bill  may  be  available.  Senate  amendment  No.  208  excluded  from  such 
Federal  sharing  expenditures  for  children  whose  destitution  or  need 
for  living  arrangements  arose  because  the  child  or  the  caretaker 
relative  refused  without  good  cause  to  accept  employment  or  training 
for  employment.  Senate  amendment  No.  212  added  a  provision  making 
it  clear  that  the  emergency  assistance  so  authorized  may  be  provided 
to  migrant  workers  with  families  in  the  State  or  in  a  part  or  parts  of 
the  State  designated  by  the  State. 

The  Senate  recedes  on  amendment  No.  207,  and  the  House  recedes 
on  amendments  Nos.  208  and  212. 

PROTECTIVE  AND  VENDOR  PAYMENTS  WITH  RESPECT  TO  DEPENDENT 

CHILDREN 

Amendment  No.  213:  Section  207  of  the  House  bill,  which  author- 
ized Federal  sharing  under  the  AFDC  program  in  vendor  payments 
made  directly  to  a  person  furnishing  goods  and  services  as  well  as  in 
protective  payments  made  to  another  individual  who  is  interested  in 
or  concerned  with  the  welfare  of  the  child  or  caretaker  relative,  struck 
out  the  provision  of  present  law  limiting  the  number  of  individuals 
receiving  protective  payments  who  may  be  included  as  AFDC  recip- 
ients for  any  month  to  5  percent  of  the  number  of  other  AFDC 
recipients  for  the  month. 

The  Senate  amendment  retained  the  limit  (which  would  now  apply 
to  vendor  payments  as  Avell  as  protective  payments)  but  increased  it 
from  5  to  10  percent.  The  Senate  amendment  also  eliminated  the 
House  provision  for  the  inclusion  of  protective  and  vendor  payments 
as  AFDC  without  regard  to  certain  specified  conditions  in  cases  where 
the  child  or  caretaker  relative  refuses  without  good  cause  to  accept 
employment  or  training. 

The  conference  agreement  contains  the  Senate  provision  retaining 
the  limit  and  increasing  it  from  5  to  10  percent,  but  excludes  from  the 
computation  of  the  10  percent  any  individuals  with  respect  to  whom 
protective  or  vendor  payments  are  required  because  of  refusal  without 
good  cause  to  accept  work  or  training. 

LIMITATION    ON    NUMBER    OF    CHILDREN    WITH    RESPECT    TO  WHOM 
FEDERAL    PAYMENTS    MAY    BE  MADE 

Amendment  No.  214:  Section  208  of  the  House  bill  amended  section 
403  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  that  the  number  of  children 
receiving  AFDC  with  Federal  financial  participation  in  any  State 
for  any  quarter  after  1967  because  of  the  absence  of  a  parent  from  the 
home  may  not  represent  a  proportion  of  the  total  under-21  population 
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of  the  State  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  involved  which  is  larger 
than  the  corresponding  proportion  for  the  first  quarter  of  1967. 

The  Senate  amendment  removed  this  limitation  from  the  bill. 

The  conference  agreement  includes  the  House  provision,  but  bases 
the  limitation  on  the  number  of  children  under  18  receiving  aid  as 
compared  to  the  total  under-18  population  of  the  State  instead  of 
taking  into  account  children  up  to  21,  uses  the  first  quarter  of  1968 
instead  of  the  first  quarter  of  1967  as  the  base  quarter  for  purposes 
of  the  comparison,  and  makes  the  limitation  effective  after  June  30, 
1968,  instead  of  after  December  31,  1967. 

FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION  IN  PAYMENTS  FOR  REPAIRS  TO  HOMES  OWNED 
BY  RECIPIENTS  OF  AID  OR  ASSISTANCE 

Amendments  Nos.  217,  219,  and  220:  Section  209  of  the  House  bill 
added  to  title  XI  of  the  Social  Security  Act  a  new  section  1119, 
authorizing  50-percent  Federal  financial  participation  under  specified 
conditions  in  expenditures  not  in  excess  of  $500  for  repairs  to  a  home 
owned  by  an  aged,  blind,  or  permanently  and  totally  disabled 
recipient  of  aid  or  assistance  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI  of  the  Act. 

The  Senate  amendment  extended  this  provision  to  include  the  same 
Federal  financial  participation  in  home  repair  expenditures  for 
recipients  of  AFDC  under  title  IV  of  the  Act. 

The  House  recedes. 

USE    OF    SUBPROFESSIONAL    STAFF    AND    VOLUNTEERS    IN  PROVIDING 
SERVICES  TO  INDIVIDUALS  APPLYING  FOR  AND  RECEIVING  ASSISTANCE 

Amendment  No.  221:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (209),  amending  sections  2,  402,  1002,  1402,  1602, 
and  1902  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  require  each  State  plan  for 
public  assistance  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  XVI,  and  XIX,  and  part  A 
of  title  IV,  to  provide  for  the  training  and  use  of  paid  subprofessional 
staff  as  community  aides  in  the  administration  of  the  plans,  and  for 
the  use  of  nonpaid  or  partially-paid  volunteers  in  a  social  service 
volunteer  program  in  providing  services  to  recipients  and  assisting 
advisory  committees.  (For  a  similar  requirement  under  other  programs, 
see  Senate  amendments  Nos.  249  and  271.) 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 

SIMPLICITY  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment  No.  222:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (210),  amending  sections  2,  402,  1002,  1402,  and 
1602  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  require  that  a  State's  methods  of 
administering  its  State  plans  approved  under  titles  I,  X,  XIV,  and 
XVI,  and  part  A  of  title  IV,  be  such  as  to  assure  that  eligibility  for 
and  the  extent  of  aid  or  assistance  under  the  plans  will  be  determined 
in  a  manner  consistent  with  simplicity  of  administration  and  the 
best  interests  of  the  recipients. 

The  Senate  recedes. 
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LOCATION*  OF  CERTAIN  PARENTS  WHO  DESERT  OR  ABANDON  DEPENDENT 
CHILDREN;  ESTABLISHMENT  AND  COLLECTION  OF  LIABILITY  TO  THE 
UNITED  STATES 

Amendment  No.  223:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (211),  amending  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
and  chapter  64  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  require  that 
State  plans  for  AFDC  provide  for  the  use  of  certain  procedures  for 
obtaining  information  through  the  files  of  (he  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  and  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  and  for 
the  use  of  such  information  in  the  location  of  a  parent  against  whom 
a  court  order  has  been  issued  or  a  petition  filed  for  an  order  for  the 
support  of  his  children  receiving  aid;  to  require  inter-State  cooperation 
in  securing  compliance  with  a  court  order  issued  against  a  deserting 
parent;  and  to  establish  a  procedure  under  which  a  deserting  parent 
could  become  liable  to  the  United  States  for  the  Federal  share  of  the 
AFDC  payments  made  for  his  children,  or,  if  lower,  for  any  unpaid 
portion  of  such  a  support  order,  which  would  be  subject  to  collection 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

The  conference  agreement  contains  the  provisions  of  the  Senate 
amendment  on  obtaining  information  for  use  in  locating  parents  and 
on  securing  compliance  with  court  support  orders,  but  omits  the 
provisions  relating  to  the  establishment  and  collection  of  liability 
to  the  United  States. 

PROVISION  OF  SERVICES  BY  OTHERS  THAN  A  STATE 

Amendment  No.  224:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (212),  amending  sections  3(a),  1003(a),  1403(a), 
and  1603(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  permit  the  Secretary  to 
make  exceptions  from  the  usual  requirement  that  services  (under  a 
State  plan  approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI  of  the  Act)  be 
obtained  only  from  the  State  or  local  agency  administering  the  plan 
or  from  certain  other  designated  State  agencies,  in  order  to  authoiize 
the  purchase  of  such  services  from  other  agencies  and  persons.  (Sec- 
tion 201(d)  of  the  House  bill,  which  was  not  changed  in  substance  by 
the  Senate  amendments,  amended  section  403(a)  of  the  Act  to  provide 
that,  except  to  the  extent  specified  by  the  Secretary,  child-welfare 
services,  family  planning  services,  and  family  services  under  a  State 
plan  for  AFDC  approved  under  title  IV  of  the  Act  may  be  obtained 
from  sources  other  than  the  designated  State  and  local  agencies.) 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 

INCREASING  INCOME  OF  RECIPIENTS  OF  ASSISTANCE 

Amendment  No.  225:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (213),  amending  sections  2,  1002,  1402,  and  1602 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  (effective  July  1,  1968)  to  require  each  State 
to  adjust  its  standards  for  determining  need,  the  extent  of  its  aid  or 
assistance,  and  the  maximum  amount  of  the  aid  or  assistance  payable 
under  its  plans  approved  under  titles  I,  X,  XIV,  and  XVI  so  that  the 
total  aid  or  assistance  and  other  income  per  recipient  will  be  no  less 
than  $7.50  per  month  above  the  total  aid  or  assistance  and  other  in- 
come per  recipient  under  the  standards  and  maximums  applicable  on 
December  31,  1966  (or  on  June  30,  1966,  in  the  case  of  States  with 
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statutory  cost-of-living  adjustments).  The  new  section  also  amended 
section  402(a)  of  the  Act  to  require  that  by  July  1,  1969,  and  annually 
thereafter,  each  State  (under  its  plan  for  AFDC  approved  under  title 
IV)  must  adjust  its  standards  so  as  to  reflect  current  living  costs  and 
make  proportionate  adjustments  in  any  maximums  on  the  amount  of 
aid. 

Under  the  conference  substitute,  each  State  (under  its  plans  ap- 
proved under  titles  I,  X,  XIV,  and  XVI)  would  be  authorized  to  dis- 
regard up  to  $7.50  per  month  (instead  of  $5  per  month  as  under 
present  law)  of  any  income  of  a  recipient,  in  addition  to  any  amounts 
which  the  State  agency  is  otherwise  authorized  to  disregard.  Under 
the  agreement,  the  new  section  402(a)  provision  (for  adjustments  to 
reflect  living  costs)  would  require  States  to  make  only  one  adjustment 
before  July  1,  1969,  after  which  date  the  provision  would  not  apply. 

LIMITATION  ON  FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION  IN  MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE 

Amendment  No.  226:  Section  220  of  the  House  bill  amended  sec- 
tion 1903  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  limit  Federal  financial  participa- 
tion in  medical  assistance  in  any  State  to  expenditures  for  families 
whose  income  does  not  exceed  a  level  equal  to  133^  percent  of  the 
AFDC  title  IV  payment  level,  or  in  the  alternative  (if  lower)  133}£ 
percent  of  the  State's  per  capita  income  applied  to  a  family  of  four. 
(For  the  period  July-December  1968,  the  percentages  are  150,  and  for 
the  calendar  year  1969,  140,  in  the  case  of  States  whose  plan  was 
approved  before  July  26,  1967.) 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  section  220  of  the  House  bill  to 
sei  the  limiting  income  level  at  150  percent  of  the  old-age  assistance 
(title  I  or  XVI)  standard,  and  reduced  the  Federal  matching  share  in 
expenditures  for  the  medically  indigent  to  the  square  of  the  fraction 
equivalent  to  the  Federal  medical  assistance  percentage.  (The  income 
limit  would  be  effective  July  1,  1968,  and  the  reduced  Federal  share  on 
July  1,  1969,  except  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands). 

The  Senate  recedes  with  amendments  (1)  exempting  needy  persons 
receiving  or  eligible  for  aid  or  assistance  from  the  limitation,  and  (2) 
eliminating  the  alternative  limitation  based  on  the  State's  per  capita 
income. 

MAINTENANCE  OF  STATE  EFFORT 

Amendments  Nos.  227,  228,  229,  and  230:  Section  221  of  the 
House  bill  amended  section  1117  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  give 
States  additional  alternatives  for  measuring  State  effort  under  the 
provisions  designed  to  assure  that  States  maintain  their  fiscal  effort 
after  new  Federal  funds  become  available  during  a  period  expiring 
July  1,  1969. 

The  Senate  amendments  modified  section  221  of  the  House  bill  by 
advancing  the  expiration  date  of  the  section  1117  period  to  June  30, 
1968.  They  also  amended  section  1117  so  that  its  provisions  are  appli- 
cable to  quarters  beginning  after  June  30,  1966,  rather  than  after 
December  31,  1965. 

The  House  recedes. 
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EXTENSION  OF  TIME  TO  MODIFY  SECTION  1843  AGREEMENTS  TO  COVER 
SOCIAL  SECURITY  AND   RAILROAD   RETIREMENT  BENEFICIARIES 

Amendment  No.  231:  The  Senate  amendment  modified  section  222 
of  the  House  bill  (relating  to  coordination  of  title  XIX  and  the  sup- 
plementary medical  insurance  program)  to  extend  from  January  1, 
1968,  to  January  1,  1970,  the  period  within  which  a  State  may  request 
a  modification  of  its  agreement  under  section  1843  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  so  as  to  cover  under  such  agreement  individuals  (otherwise 
eligible)  who  are  entitled  to  social  security  or  railroad  retirement 
benefits. 

The  House  recedes. 

REQUIRED  SERVICES  UNDER  STATE  MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE  PLAN 

Amendment  No.  233:  Section  224  of  the  House  bill  amended  section 
1902(a)  (13)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  permit  a  State,  as  an  alter- 
native to  providing  the  basic  5  items  of  services  required  under  present 
law,  to  provide  any  7  of  the  first  14  services  fisted  in  the  law  (section 
1905(a)  of  the  Act). 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  section  224  of  the  House  bill  to 
require  the  States  to  continue  to  provide  the  basic  5  services  for  all 
money  payment  recipients;  for  the  medically  indigent,  States  would 
be  allowed  to  select  either  the  basic  5  or  any  7  out  of  the  first  14 
services  listed,  except  that  if  nursing  home  or  hospital  care  services 
are  selected  a  State  must  also  provide  physician's  services  in  these 
institutions.  After  July  1,  1970,  home  health  services  would  have  to 
be  provided  to  assistance  recipients  eligible  for  skilled  nursing  home 
care.  The  Senate  amendment  also  required  a  State  medical  assistance 
plan  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  the  reasonable  cost  (under  section 
1861  (v)(i))  of  inpatient  hospital  services,  and,  effective  July  1,  1970, 
of  extended  care  (skilled  nursing  home  and  intermediate  care  facility) 
services  and  home  health  care  services  provided  under  the  plan. 
(Present  law  requires  the  payment  of  reasonable  cost  only  in  the  case 
of  inpatient  hospital  services.) 

The  conference  agreement  contains  the  Senate  provisions  except 
those  requiring  payment  of  reasonable  costs  for  extended  care  and 
home  health  services.  It  is  the  judgment  of  the  managers  for  the 
House  that  adequate  information  concerning  actual  costs  in  this  area 
is  not  yet  available  and  that  the  method  of  making  payment  for  such 
costs  should  not  be  changed  until  such  information  has  been  obtained. 

FREE  CHOICE  BY  INDIVIDUALS  ELIGIBLE  FOR  MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE 

Amendments  Nos.  234  and  235:  Section  227  of  the  House  bill 
amended  section  1902(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  assure  that  any 
individual  eligible  for  medical  assistance  will  be  free  to  obtain  such 
assistance  from  the  qualified  institution,  agency,  or  person  of  his  choice. 

The  Senate  amendments  modified  the  House  provision  to  include 
community  pharmacies  and  drugs  among  the  providers  and  services 
with  respect  to  which  free  choice  is  assured.  (See  also  Senate  amend- 
ment No.  295.) 

The  House  recedes. 
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DIRECT  PAYMENTS  TO  CERTAIN  RECIPIENTS   OF   MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE 

Amendment  No.  236:  Section  230  of  the  House  bill  amended 
section  1905(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  permit  States  to  make 
direct  payments  to  recipients  of  medical  assistance  to  meet  the  cost 
of  physicians'  services  to  individuals  not  receiving  cash  assistance. 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  section  230  of  the  House  bill  to 
permit  States  to  include  dentists'  as  well  as  physicians'  services  and 
to  include  cash  assistance  recipients  as  well  as  medically  needy 
persons,  under  safeguards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  to  assure 
quality  and  reasonableness  of  charge. 

The  conference  substitute  contains  the  Senate  provision  including 
dentists  as  well  as  physicians  under  the  direct  payment  procedure, 
but  omits  the  Senate  provision  extending  the  procedure  to  cash 
assistance  recipients  and  providing  for  prescribed  safeguards. 

OBSERVANCE  OF  RELIGIOUS  BELIEFS 

Amendment  No.  237:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  seGtion  (232),  providing  (in  a  new  section  1907  of  the  Social 
Security  Act)  that  no  individual  will  be  compelled  by  reason  of  any- 
thing in  title  XIX  to  undergo  medical  screening,  examination,  diag- 
nosis, treatment,  or  other  care  which  is  contrary  to  his  religious 
beliefs  (other  than  for  the  purpose  of  discovering  or  preventing  the 
spread  of  infection  or  contagious  disease  or  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
tecting environmental  health) . 

The  House  recedes. 

COVERAGE  UNDER  TITLE  XIX  OF  CERTAIN  SPOUSES  OF  INDIVIDUALS 
RECEIVING  CASH  WELFARE  AID   OR  ASSISTANCE 

Amendment  No.  238:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (233),  amending  section  1905(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  permit  a  State  to  make  medical  assistance  available 
under  title  XIX  to  the  spouse  of  a  recipient  of  cash  assistance  under 
title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI  if  the  State  determines  that  the  spouse  is 
essential  to  the  well-being  of  the  cash  recipient. 

The  House  recedes. 

INSPECTION  OF  RECORDS  AND  PREMISES  OF  PROVIDERS  OF  CARE  AND 
SERVICES  UNDER  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE  AND  MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE 

Amendment  No.  239:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (234),  amending  sections  2(a),  402(a),  1002(a), 
1402(a),  1602(a),  and  1902(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  require 
State  plans  (approved  under  titles,  I,  IV,  X,  XIV,  XVI,  and  XIX)  to 
provide  for  agreements  with  providers  of  medical  care  and  services 
giving  the  General  Accounting  Office  and  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  such  access  to  the  records  and  premises  of  the 
providers  as  may  be  necessary  to  assure  that  proper  payments  are  being 
made  under  the  plan  and  otherwise  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the 
program  involved. 

The  Senate  recedes. 
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STANDARDS  FOR  SKILLED  NURSING  HOMES  FURNISHING  SERVICES  UNDER 
STATE  PLANS  APPROVED  UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

Amendment  No.  240:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (234a),  amending  section  1902(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  require  State  plans  for  medical  assistance  under  title 
XIX  to  provide  for  a  regular  program  of  professional  medical  review 
and  periodic  inspection  with  respect  to  care  furnished  title  XIX 
patients  in  skilled  nursing  homes  and  mental  hospitals,  and  to  provide 
that  skilled  nursing  homes  receiving  payments  under  title  XIX  meet 
certain  conditions  including  requirements  pertaining  to  health  care, 
environment,  sanitation,  and  fire  and  safety.  All  persons  and  institu- 
tions providing  services  under  the  title  XIX  plan  must  agree  to  keep 
appropriate  records  and  furnish  the  State  agency  with  information. 
Assistance  payments  with  Federal  participation  could  not  be  made 
after  June  30,  1968,  to  homes  not  meeting  States'  requirements  for 
licensure. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 

COST  SHARING  AND  SIMILAR  CHARGES  WITH  RESPECT  TO  INPATIENT 
HOSPITAL  SERVICES  FURNISHED  UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

Amendment  No.  241:  Under  existing  law  States  may  not  impose 
any  deductibles  or  cost-sharing  with  respect  to  inpatient  hospital 
services  provided  under  the  medical  assistance  program.  The  Senate 
amendment  added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section  (234(b)),  amending 
section  1902(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  permit  a  State  to  impose 
deductibles  or  cost-sharing  with  respect  to  inpatient  hospital  services 
received  by  the  medically  needy  (but,  as  under  present  law,  not  with 
respect  to  services  received  by  money  payment  recipients).  It  also 
removed  the  requirement  that  the  full  cost  of  deductibles  under  the 
hospital  insurance  program  (title  XVIII (A))  be  met  under  the  title 
XIX  medical  assistance  program. 

The  House  recedes  with  technical  amendments. 

STATE  PLAN  REQUIREMENTS  REGARDING  LICENSING  OF  ADMINISTRA- 
TORS OF  SKILLED  NURSING  HOMES  FURNISHING  SERVICES  UNDER 
STATE  PLANS  APPROVED  UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

Amendment  No.  242:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (234c),  amending  title  XIX  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  to  require  State  plans  for  medical  assistance  to  include  a  State 
program  which  meets  specified  conditions  for  the  licensing  of  adminis- 
trators of  nursing  homes.  Administrators  who  did  not  qualify  initially 
would  have  until  July  1,  1972,  to  qualify,  and  the  States  would  be 
required  to  offer  programs  of  training  to  assist  administrators  to 
qualify. 

The  House  recedes  with  technical  amendments. 

UTILIZATION  AND   COST   OF   CARE  AND   SERVICES   FURNISHED  UNDER 

TITLE  XIX 

Amendment  No.  243:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (234d),  amending  section  1902(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  require  an  approved  State  plan  for  medical  assistance 
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under  title  XIX  to  provide  such  methods  and  procedures  relating  to 
the  utilization  of  and  payment  for  care  and  services  under  the  plan  as 
may  be  necessary  to  safeguard  against  unnecessary  utilization  of  such 
care  and  services. 

The  conference  agreement  contains  the  Senate  provision,  and  adds 
a  requirement  that  methods  and  procedures  must  also  be  provided  to 
assure  that  payments  (including  payments  for  any  drugs  provided 
under  the  plan)  are  not  in  excess  of  reasonable  charges  consistent  with 
efficiency,  economy,  and  quality  of  care.  It  is  the  understanding  of  the 
conferees  for  the  House  that  this  provision  does  not  authorize  price 
fixing  of  drugs  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

DIFFERENCES  IN  STANDARDS  WITH   RESPECT  TO  INCOME  ELIGIBILITY 

UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

Amendment  No.  244:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (234e),  amending  section  1902 (a) (17)  of  the  Act 
to  require  a  State's  plan  for  medical  assistance  under  title  XIX  to 
provide  for  flexibility  in  the  application  of  its  standards  for  determining 
eligibility  for  and  the  extent  of  medical  assistance  in  the  case  of 
medically  needy  individuals,  by  establishing  differences  in  income 
levels  which  recognize  variations  in  shelter  costs  between  urban  and 
rural  areas. 

The  House  recedes  with  an  amendment  to  allow,  rather  than 
require,  States  to  establish  such  differences. 

CHILD-WELFARE  SERVICES  APPROPRIATION 

Amendments  Nos.  24-5  and  246:  Section  420  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  as  added  by  section  235(c)  of  the  House  bill,  authorized  the 
appropriation  for  child- welfare  services  of  $100,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  $110,000,000  for  each  fiscal  year 
thereafter. 

The  Senate  amendment  increased  these  authorizations  to  $125,000,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  $160,000,000  for 
each  fiscal  year  thereafter. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

DAY  CARE  STANDARDS  APPLICABLE  TO  AFDC  CHILDREN 

Amendment  No.  247:  Section  422(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
added  by  section  235(c)  of  the  House  bill,  included  certain  require- 
ments with  respect  to  day  care  services  provided  under  the  State's 
plan  for  child-welfare  services. 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  the  House  bill  to  make  these 
requirements  applicable  to  all  day  care  services  provided  under  title 
IV  of  the  Act — i.e.,  to  services  provided  under  the  AFDC  program 
as  well  as  those  provided  under  the  child-welfare  services  program. 

The  House  recedes. 

PARENT  INVOLVEMENT  IN  DAY  CARE 

Amendment  No.  248:  The  Senate  amendment  modified  section 
422(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  added  by  section  235(c)  of  the 
House  bill,  to  include  a  requirement  that  a  plan  for  day  care  services 
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under  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  provide  for  the  development 
and  implementation  of  arrangements  for  the  more  effective  involve- 
ment of  the  parent  or  parents  in  the  appropriate  care  of  the  child  and 
the  improvement  of  the  health  and  development  of  the  child. 
The  House  recedes. 

USE  OF  SUBPHOFESSIONAL  STAFF  AND  VOLUNTEERS 

Amendment  No.  249:  The  Senate  amendment  modified  section 
422(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  added  by  section  235(c)  of  the 
House  bill,  to  require  that  no  later  than  July  1,  1969,  a  State  plan  for 
child-welfare  services  must  provide  for  the  training  and  effective  use 
of  paid  subprofessional  staff  (with  particular  emphasis  on  full  or  part 
time  employment  of  persons  of  low  income)  as  community  service 
aides,  in  the  administration  of  the  plan,  and  for  the  use  of  nonpaid 
or  partially  paid  volunteers  in  providing  services  and  in  assisting 
advisory  committees.  (For  a  similar  requirement  under  other  programs, 
see  Senate  amendments  Nos.  221  and  271.) 

The  House  recedes. 

MODIFICATION   OF   SINGLE   STATE   OR  LOCAL  AGENCY  REQUIREMENTS 
UNDER  CHILD-WELFARE  SERVICES  PROGRAM 

Amendment  Nos.  250,  251,  and  253:  Section  235(d)  of  the  House 
bill  amended  section  422(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  added  by 
section  235(c)  of  the  bill)  to  require  States  to  furnish  child-welfare 
services  to  children  receiving  AFDC  through  a  single  organizational 
unit  in  the  State  and  local  agency;  and  section  235(e)  of  the  House 
bill  made  this  amendment  effective  July  1,  1968. 

Senate  amendments  Nos.  250  and  251  modified  section  235(d)  of 
the  House  bill  to  maintain  the  single-unit  requirement  with  respect 
to  the  State  agency  but  eliminate  it  with  respect  to  the  local  agency. 
Senate  amendment  No.  253  modified  section  235(e)  of  the  House  bill 
to  provide  that  where  different  State  agencies  are  administering  the 
plan  for  child-welfare  services  and  the  plan  for  AFDC  as  of  the  date 
of  enactment  of  the  bill,  the  requirement  for  administration  by  the 
same  State  agency  will  not  be  applicable.  (See  also  discussion  of 
Senate  amendment  No.  154  supra.) 

The  conference  agreement  retains  the  House  provision  requiring  a 
single  organizational  unit  in  a  local  agency  as  well  as  in  a  State  agency; 
it  retains  the  provisions  of  Senate  amendment  No.  253  waiving  the 
single  organizational  unit  requirement  in  cases  where  at  the  time  of 
enactment  the  two  State  agencies  involved  are  different,  and  in 
addition  provides  a  similar  waiver  for  local  agencies  in  cases  where 
at  the  time  of  enactment  the  two  local  agencies  involved  in  apolitical 
subdivision  are  different. 

SEPARATE  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  SOCIAL  SECURITY  RESEARCH  PROGRAM 

Amendment  No.  254:  The  Senate  amendment  modified  section  246 
of  the  House  bill  to  provide  specifically  under  section  1110  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  for  grants  for  projects  such  as  those  relating  to 
the  causes  of  economic  insecurity,  risks  to  family  income,  costs  of 
health  care,  and  improvements  in  the  social  security  program,  so  that 
there  might  be  separate  authorizations  for  cooperative  research  and 
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demonstration  grant  programs  for  the  Social  Security  Administration 
and  the  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Service. 
The  Senate  recedes. 

PERMANENT  AUTHORITY  TO  SUPPORT  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS 

Amendment  No.  255 :  Section  247  of  the  House  bill  (in  addition  to 
making  the  section  1115  program  permanent)  amended  section  1115 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  increase  from  $2  million  to  $4  million 
the  annual  amount  authorized  for  payments  to  States  to  encourage 
them  to  develop  demonstrations  in  improved  methods  of  providing 
services  to  recipients  of  aid  or  assistance  under  titles  I,  X,  XIV,  XVI, 
and  XIX  and  part  A  of  title  IV  or  in  improved  methods  of  admin- 
istration. 

The  Senate  amendment  further  increased  the  annual  authorization 
for  this  purpose  to  $10  million. 
The  Senate  recedes. 

STUDY   TO   DETERMINE   WAYS    OF   ASSISTING    RECIPIENTS    OF   AID  OR 
ASSISTANCE  IN  SECURING  PROTECTION  OF  CERTAIN  LAWS 

Amendment  No.  257:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (250),  directing  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  to  make  a  study  of  means  for  increasing  the  effectiveness 
of  State  welfare  agency  staffs  in  helping  applicants  and  recipients 
secure  the  full  benefit  of  health,  housing,  and  related  laws  and  make  the 
most  effective  use  of  public  assistance  and  other  community  programs, 
and  to  submit  his  recommendations  in  a  report  to  the  Congress  by 
July  1,  1969.  The  study  is  to  include  the  extent  to  which  the  various 
programs  may  be  used  to  enforce  health,  housing,  and  related  laws. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

ASSISTANCE    IN    THE    FORM    OF    INSTITUTIONAL    SERVICES  IN 
INTERMEDIATE  CARE  FACILITIES 

Amendment  No.  258:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (251),  amending  title  XI  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
by  providing  (in  a  new  section  1121)  for  Federal  financial  participation 
under  titles  I,  X,  XIV,  and  XVI  in  vendor  payments  in  behalf  of 
certain  aged,  blind,  or  permanently  and  totally  disabled  individuals 
whose  condition  does  not  require  care  in  a  skilled  nursing  home  or 
hospital  but  does  require  living  accommodations  and  institutional  care 
available  through  intermediate  care  facilities.  Federal  matching  would, 
if  a  State  elects,  be  at  the  same  rate  as  for  medical  assistance  under 
title  XIX. 

The  House  recedes  with  amendments  providing  that  (1)  inter- 
mediate care  facilities  must  meet  the  safety  and  sanitation  standards 
applicable  to  skilled  nursing  homes,  and  (2)  Christian  Science  sanitoria 
may  be  considered  to  be  intermediate  care  facilities  with  respect  to 
such  services.  It  is  the  intention  of  the  conferees  for  the  House  that 
providing  services  in  intermediate  care  facilities  is  not  to  be  taken  as 
authorizing,  or  acting  as  a  precedent  for,  the  furnishing  of  custodial 
care  of  a  type  which  merely  provides,  for  welfare  recipients  in  the 
program  specified,  room  and  board  with  no  personal  or  other  services. 
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AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  MATERNAL  AND  CHILD  HEALTH 
AND  CRIPPLED  CHILDREN'S  SERVICES 

Amendments  Nos.  259,  260,  261,  and  262:  The  authorizations  for 
appropriations  for  the  maternal  and  child  health  and  crippled  chil- 
dren's services  programs  under  title  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
set  forth  in  section  301  of  the  House  bill  and  under  the  Senate  amend- 
ments, are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  ending —  House  bill  Senate  amendment 

June30,  1970.  „   $275,000,000  $305,000,000 

June  30,  1971       300,000,000  360,000,000 

June  30,  1972       325,000.000  385,000,000 

June  30,  1973,  and  each  fiscal  year  thereafter     350,000,000  410,000,000 

The  Senate  recedes. 

EARMARKING  OF  CHILD  HEALTH  APPROPRIATION  FOR  FAMILY  PLANNING 

SERVICES 

Amendment  No.  263:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  section  502 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  by  section  301  of  the  House 
bill,  a  provision  earmarking  for  family  planning  services  the  following 
percentages  of  appropriations  made  pursuant  to  section  501  of  the 
act  from  allotments  for  maternal  and  child  health  services  (sec.  503) 
and  from  project  funds  for  maternity  and  infant  care  (sec.  508) 
and  research  (sec.  512): 

For  the  fiscal  year  ending:  Not  less  than 
June  30,  1969                                                         6  percent- 
June  30,  1970                                                         15  percent. 

June  30,  1971,  and  thereafter  20  percent. 

The  House  recedes  with  an  amendment  providing  simply  that  the 
percentage  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  not  be  less  than  6  percent. 

PAYMENT  OF  REASONABLE  COST  FOR  EXTENDED  CARE  AND  HOME  HEALTH 
CARE  SERVICES  UNDER  TITLE  V  PROGRAM 

Amendment  No.  264:  Section  505(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 
as  amended  by  section  301  of  the  House  bill,  provided  for  payment  of 
the  reasonable  cost  (as  determined  in  accordance  with  standards  ap- 
proved by  the  Secretary  and  included  in  the  plan)  of  inpatient  hospital 
services  provided  under  a  State's  plan  for  maternal  and  child  health 
services  and  services  for  crippled  children. 

The  Senate  amendment  provided  for  payment  of  the  reasonable 
cost  (under  section  1861  (v)(l))  of  inpatient  hospital  services,  and, 
effective  July  1,  1970,  of  extended  care  services  and  home  health  care 
services  provided  under  the  plan. 

The  Senate  recedes. 


VOLUNTARY    UTILIZATION    OF    OPTOMETRIC    AND    FAMILY  PLANNING 

SERVICES 

Amendments  Nos.  266  and  267:  Senate  amendment  No.  266  added 
to  section  505(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  by  section 
301  of  the  House  bill,  a  new  paragraph  (13)  requiring  any  approved 
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State  plan  for  maternal  and  child  health  and  crippled  children's 
services  to  provide  that  where  payment  is  authorized  for  services  which 
an  optometrist  is  licensed  to  perform  and  such  services  are  not  rendered 
either  in  a  clinic  or  another  appropriate  institution  which  has  no 
arrangements  with  optometrists,  the  individual  for  whom  such  pay- 
ment is  authorized  may  obtain  the  services  from  any  optometrist 
licensed  to  perform  them.  It  also  added  to  section  505(a)  a  new  para- 
graph (14),  requiring  any  such  plan  to  provide  that  acceptance  of 
family  planning  services  provided  under  the  plan  will  be  voluntary 
and  not  a  prerequisite  to  eligibility  for  or  the  receipt  of  any  service 
under  the  plan.  Senate  amendment  No.  267  added  to  section  508(a)  of 
the  Act  a  new  sentence  providing  that,  for  purposes  of  special  project 
grants  for  maternity  and  infant  care  under  section  508  and  research 
projects  relating  to  maternal  and  child  health  services  and  crippled 
children's  services  under  section  512,  acceptance  of  family  planning 
services  provided  under  a  project  is  to  be  voluntary  and  not  a  prereq- 
uisite to  eligibility  for  or  receipt  of  any  service  under  the  project. 
The  House  recedes  with  a  clarifying  amendment. 

GRANTS  FOE  TRAINING  OF  PERSONNEL  FOR  HEALTH  CARE  SERVICES  FOR 
MOTHERS  AND  CHILDREN 

Amendment  No.  268:  Section  511  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended  by  section  301  of  the  House  bill,  provided  that  in  making 
grants  for  training  of  personnel  for  health  care  and  related  services  for 
mothers  and  children  the  Secretary  is  to  give  priority  to  programs 
providing  training  at  the  undergraduate  level.  The  Senate  amendment 
substituted  "special  attention"  for  "priority". 

The  House  recedes;  with  the  understanding  that  in  making  future 
commitments  for  programs  the  emphasis  shall  be  on  undergraduate 
training. 

OBSERVANCE  OF  RELIGIOUS  BELIEFS 

Amendment  No.  270:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  title  V  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  (as  amended  by  section  301  of  the  House  bill) 
a  new  section  515,  providing  that  nothing  in  title  V  is  to  require  a 
State  under  such  title  to  compel  any  person  to  undergo  medical  screen- 
ing, examination,  diagnosis,  treatment,  or  other  care  (other  than  for 
the  purpose  of  discovering  or  preventing  spread  of  infection  or  con- 
tagious disease  or  for  protecting  environmental  health)  if  such  person, 
or,  in  the  case  of  a  child,  his  parent  or  guardian,  objects  on  religious 
grounds.  (See  also  Senate  amendment  No.  237.) 

The  House  recedes. 

USE  OF  SUBPROFESSIONAL  STAFF  AND  VOLUNTEERS 

Amendment  No.  271:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (304),  amending  section  505  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  to  require  an  approved  State  plan  for  maternal  and  child  health 
services  and  crippled  children's  services  to  include,  no  later  than 
July  1,  1969,  provision  for  the  training  and  effective  use  of  paid 
subprofessional  staff  (with  particular  emphasis  on  full  or  part  time 
employment  of  persons  of  low  income)  as  community  services  aides, 
in  the  administration  of  the  plan,  and  for  the  use  of  nonpaid  or  partially 
paid  volunteers  in  providing  services  and  in  assisting  advisory  com- 
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mittees.  (For  a  similar  requirement  under  other  programs,  see  Senate 
amendments  Nos.  221  and  249.) 
The  House  recedes. 

ADMINISTRATION  OF  THE  PROGRAM  FOR  SERVICES  FOR  CRIPPLED 

CHILDREN 

Amendment  No.  272:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (305),  providing  for  the  administration  of  the  pro- 
gram of  services  for  crippled  children  through  the  Children's  Bureau 
(in  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare). 

The  Senate  recedes  upon  the  assurance  of  the  Department  that  the 
objective  of  the  amendment  has  been  accomplished  administratively. 

EXTENSION  OF  DUE  DATE  FOR  CHILD  MENTAL  HEALTH  REPORT 

Amendment  No.  273:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (306),  amending  section  231(d)  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1965  to  extend  from  2  to  3  years  after  its  inauguration 
the  period  allowed  for  completion  of  the  health  research  and  study  of 
resources  relating  to  children's  emotional  illnesses. 

The  House  recedes  with  technical  amendments. 

INCENTIVE  FOR  IMPROVEMENTS  IN  THE  PROVISION  OF  HEALTH  SERVICES 

Amendments  Nos.  275,  276,  277,  279,  280,  and  281:  Section  402 
of  the  House  bill  authorized  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  to  experiment  in  reimbursing  in  a  manner  mutually 
agreed  upon  those  organizations  and  institutions  which  furnish 
health  services  otherwise  covered  under  titles  V,  XVIII,  and  XIX 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  on  a  reasonable  cost  basis,  with  a  view 
to  developing  incentives  for  economy  while  maintaining  or  improving 
quality  in  the  provision  of  health  services. 

The  Senate  amendments  modified  section  402  of  the  House  bill 
to  include  experiments  with  respect  to  reimbursement  in  a  manner 
mutually  agreed  upon  for  physicians'  services  (which  would  otherwise 
be  covered  on  a  reasonable  charge  basis) . 

The  House  recedes  with  an  amendment  providing  that  the  Secre- 
tary may  not  enter  into  such  experiments  before  receiving  the  advice 
of  competent  specialists  with  respect  to  the  soundness  of  such  experi- 
ments and  the  adequacy  of  resources  to  carry  them  out;  but  it  is  under- 
stood that  the  Department  under  no  circumstances  will  experiment  on 
the  basis  of  employment  of  physicians  by  the  Government. 

STUDIES  BY  SECRETARY 

Amendment  No.  282:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (405),  authorizing  and  directing  the  Secretary  of 
Labor,  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  and  with  other  government  departments  and  agencies  and 
appropriate  organizations  and  individuals,  to  conduct  a  study  and 
investigation  of  various  proposals  for  family  allowances  and  child 
allowances.  Consideration  would  be  given  to  the  effect  of  such  pro- 
posals on  the  various  Federal-State  assistance  programs  and  any 
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savings  which  might  accrue  therefrom,  and  a  report  submitted  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  by  January  15,  1969. 

The  conference  agreement  omits  the  provision  for  a  study  by  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  of  family  and  child  allowances  proposals,  and 
provides  instead  for  a  study  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  of  (1)  the  existing  retirement  test  and  proposals  for  its 
modification  (including  proposals  for  increasing  old-age  insurance 
benefits  on  account  of  delayed  retirement),  (2)  quality  and  cost 
standards  for  drugs  for  which  payments  are  made  under  the  Act,  and 
(3)  drug  coverage  under  supplementary  medical  insurance  (see  amend- 
ments Nos.  43  and  142).  The  Secretary  would  report  on  this  study  by 
January  1,  1969. 

INCOME  TAX  DEDUCTION  OF  EXPENSES  FOR  MEDICAL  CARE  OF 
INDIVIDUALS  WHO  HAVE  ATTAINED  AGE  65 

Amendment  No.  284:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (501),  amending  section  213  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  to  restore  in  substance  the  pre-1965-Amendments  rule 
for  computing  the  amount  of  the  income  tax  deduction  for  medical 
and  related  expenses  in  the  case  of  a  taxpayer  who  has  attained  age 
65  or  whose  spouse,  parent,  or  spouse's  parent  has  attained  age  65. 
Under  present  law,  a  taxpayer's  medical  expenses  are  deductible  only 
to  the  extent  that  they  exceed  3  percent  of  his  adjusted  gross  income, 
and  the  cost  of  medicine  and  drugs  may  be  taken  into  account  only 
to*  the  extent  that  it  exceeds  1  percent  of  his  adjusted  gross  income, 
regardless  of  the  age  of  the  taxpayer  or  of  any  other  member  of  his 
family;  under  the  Senate  amendment  (effective  for  taxable  years 
beginning  after  1966)  the  3-percent  and  1-percent  limitations  will  not 
apply  to  expenses  paid  for  the  care  of  the  taxpayer  and  his  spouse  if 
either  of  them  has  attained  age  65  by  the  end  of  the  year,  or  to  ex- 
penses paid  for  the  care  of  a  dependent  age  65  or  over  who  is  the  father 
or  mother  of  either  the  taxpayer  or  his  spouse.  (The  special  $150  allow- 
ance for  insurance,  added  in  1965,  is  continued.) 

The  Senate  recedes. 

TAX-EXEMPT  STATUS  OF  CERTAIN  HOSPITAL  SERVICE  ORGANIZATIONS 

Amendment  No.  285:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (502),  amending  section  501  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  to  provide  that  an  organization  is  to  be  treated  as  a 
tax-exempt  hospital  for  all  of  the  purposes  of  the  Code  if  it  is  organized 
and  operated  on  a  cooperative  basis  (with  all  of  its  capital  stock,  if 
any,  owned  by  its  patrons)  exclusively  to  perform  services  for  tax- 
exempt  private  or  public  hospitals  and  such  services  are  of  a  type 
which  would  constitute  an  integral  part  of  the  exempt  activities  of  a 
tax-exempt  hospital  if  they  were  performed  by  the  hospital  on  its 
own  behalf. 

The  Senate  recedes. 
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EXTENSION  OF  PERIOD  FOR  FILING  APPLICATION  FOR  EXEMPTION  BY 
MEMBERS  OF  RELIGIOUS  GROUPS  OPPOSED  TO  INSURANCE 

Amendment  No.  286:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (503),  amending  section  1402(h)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  provide  additional  time  for  persons  who 
have  conscientious  objections  to  public  and  private  insurance  (includ- 
ing social  security),  by  reason  of  their  adherence  to  the  established 
tenets  or  teachings  of  the  religious  sect  of  which  they  are  members, 
to  apply  for  and  be  granted  exemption  from  the  social  security  self- 
employment  tax.  Under  the  amendment,  an  individual  may  file 
application  for  exemption  at  any  time  on  or  before  December  31,  1968, 
if  he  has  self-employment  income  for  any  taxable  year  ending  before 
December  31,  1967.  (Under  present  law,  the  comparable  filing  date 
was  April  15,  1966,  for  taxable  years  ending  before  December  31,  1965.) 
If  an  individual  first  receives  self-employment  income  in  a  taxable 
year  ending  on  or  after  December  31,  1967,  the  application  would  be 
timely  (as  under  present  law)  if  filed  by  the  due  date  for  the  income 
tax  return  for  that  year;  it  would  also  be  timely  if  filed  within  3  months 
following  the  month  in  which  the  individual  is  first  notified  by  the 
Internal  Revenue  Service  that  a  timely  application  has  not  been 
filed. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 

COVERAGE  STATUS  OF  FISHERMEN  AND  TRUCK  LOADERS  AND  UNLOADERS 

Amendment  No.  287:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (504),  amending  section  210  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  and  sections  3121  and  3401  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
to  clarify  the  employee  status  of  fishermen  and  truck  loaders  and  un- 
unloaders  for  purposes  of  social  security  coverage  and  income  tax 
withholding.  Generally  the  owner  of  a  fishing  boat  is  to  be  classified 
as  the  employer  of  the  boat's  crew  members  although  in  certain  cases 
the  person  leasing  or  chartering  the  boat  will  be  considered  their 
employer.  In  the  case  of  truck  loaders  and  unloaders,  the  driver  of 
the  truck  will  generally  be  considered  the  employer,  unless  he  is  an 
employee  of  another  person,  in  which  event  his  employer  will  be 
considered  the  employer  of  the  truck  loaders  and  unloaders;  an  ex- 
ception is  provided  where  other  persons  are  recognized  as  the  employer. 
For  benefit  purposes  these  provisions  were  made  retroactive  so  as  to 
preserve  the  benefit  rights  of  individuals  who  in  the  past  have  been 
considered  by  the  Social  Security  Administration  and  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service  to  be  performing  services  as  employees;  while  for 
purposes  of  tax  liability  (in  instances  where  this  liability  does  not 
now  exist)  they  would  apply  prospectively  only. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

REFUND    OF    CERTAIN    OVERPAYMENTS    BY    EMPLOYEES    OF  HOSPITAL 

INSURANCE  TAX 

Amendment  No.  288:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (505),  amending  various  provisions  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  so  as  to  provide  that  a  railroad  employee  who 
has  wages  or  self-employment  income  under  the  social  security  pro- 
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gram  as  well  as  his  compensation  under  the  railroad  retirement  pro- 
gram, and  who  makes  contributions  for  hospital  insurance  under  the 
two  programs  on  an  aggregate  amount  (compensation,  wages,  and 
self-employment  income)  in  excess  of  the  current  earnings  base,  may 
obtain  a  refund  of  his  excess  contributions  (as  he  would  under  existing 
law  if  each  of  his  jobs  were  under  the  social  security  program)  by 
treating  his  railroad  compensation  as  wages  or  self-employment  in- 
come for  hospital  insurance  tax  purposes. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 

JOINT  EMPLOYEES  OF  CERTAIN  TAX-EXEMPT  ORGANIZATIONS 

Amendment  No.  289:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (506)  to  deal  with  situations  where  an  individual  is 
an  employee  of  two  or  more  tax-exempt  organizations  providing  hos- 
pital or  medical  insurance  and  where  one  of  the  organizations  pays  all 
of  the  wages  to  the  employee  for  his  work  for  both  organizations.  In 
such  cases  the  organization  which  pays  the  wages  would,  with  the 
consent  of  the  other  organization,  be  treated  as  the  employer  of  the 
individual  with  respect  to  his  joint  employment. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

EXTENSION  OF  TIME  TO  PROVIDE  ASSISTANCE  FOR  UNITED  STATES 
CITIZENS  RETURNED  FROM  FOREIGN  COUNTRIES 

Amendment  No.  290:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (507),  amending  section  1113  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  to  extend  from  June  30,  1968,  to  June  30,  1969,  the  authorization 
of  temporary  assistance  to  United  States  citizens  returned  from  a 
foreign  country  because  of  destitution  or  illness  or  because  of  war, 
invasion,  or  similar  crisis. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amendment. 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  BENEFIT  INCREASE  NOT  TO  BE  CONSIDERED  INCOME 
FOR  VETERANS'  PENSION  PURPOSES 

Amendment  No.  291:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (508),  amending  sections  415(g)  and  503  of  title  38 
of  the  United  States  Code  to  provide  that  any  increase  in  monthly 
social  security  benefits  resulting  from  the  enactment  of  the  bill  is  not 
to  be  counted  as  income  for  purposes  of  determining  eligibility  for,  or 
the  amount  of,  certain  veterans'  benefits  in  the  case  of  an  individual 
who  is  entitled  to  monthly  social  security  benefits  for  the  month  of 
the  enactment  of  the  bill. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

SECOND  LIBERTY  BOND  ACT 

Amendment  No.  292:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (509),  amending  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act  to 
provide  that  the  rates  of  interest  or  investment  yield  on  U.S.  savings 
bonds  and  U.S.  savings  and  retirement  bonds  issued  after  1967  are 
to  be  comparable  to  the  going  rate  on  other  U.S.  Government  obliga- 
tions of  similar  maturity. 

The  Senate  recedes. 
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FOSTER  CARE  FOR  CHILDREN 

Amendment  No.  293:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  section  (510),  amending  title  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
to  establish  a  new  program  of  Federal  grants  to  States  for  the  pro- 
vision of  financial  assistance  and  needed  welfare  services  to  children 
under  foster  care  in  foster  family  homes  and  institutions.  The  Secre- 
tary was  authorized  to  make  payments  to  any  State  with  a  plan  con- 
taining specified  provisions  and  approved  by  him  in  amounts  equal 
to  the  State's  Federal  percentage  of  the  total  amount  expended  for 
foster  care  under  the  plan  up  to  the  product  of  $50  per  month  times 
the  number  of  children  in  foster  care  during  the  month,  plus  75  percent 
for  personnel  providing  services  for  children  in  foster  care  and  training 
of  such  personnel,  and  50  percent  for  administrative  expense. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

EXCLUSION   FROM   DEFINITION   OF  WAGES   OF    CERTAIN  RETIREMENT, 
ETC.,  PAYMENTS  UNDER  EMPLOYER- ESTABLISHED  PLANS 

Amendment  No.  294:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 

bill  a  new  section  (511)  which  amends  section  3121(a)  and  3306(b)  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  and  section  209  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  provide,  for  purposes  of  the  Federal  Insurance  Con- 
tributions Act,  the  Federal  Unemployment  Tax  Act,  and  the  Social 
Security  Act,  that  the  term  "wages"  does  not  include  any  payment 
or  series  of  payments'  by  an  employer  to  an  employee  or  any  of  his 
dependents  which  is  made  or  begins  (1)  upon  the  retirement,  death, 
or  disability  of  the  employee,  and  (2)  under  a  plan  established  by  the 
employer  which  makes  provision  for  his  employees  generally  or  a 
class  or  classes  of  his  employees,  or  for  such  employees  or  class  or 
classes  of  employees  and  their  dependents. 

The  House  recedes  with  an  amendment  which  eliminates  from  the 
exception  to  the  definition  of  wages  any  payments  which  would 
have  been  made  if  the  employee's  employment  relationship  had  not 
been  terminated  because  of  death,  retirement  for  disability,  or  retire- 
ment for  age,  and  which  makes  various  technical  and  clarifying  changes. 

DRUG  QUALITY  AND  COST 

Amendment  No.  295:  The  Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House 
bill  a  new  title  VI,  consisting  of  sections  601,  602,  and  603.  Section 
601  amended  title  XI  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide,  through 
a  Federally-established  formulary  committee,  for  the  compilation 
and  publication  of  a  Formulary  of  the  United  States  and  for  the 
determination  of  those  drugs  which  are  appropriate  for  Federal  pay- 
ment or  matching  under  the  various  programs  contained  in  the  Act. 
Section  602  (effective  July  1,  1970)  amended  section  1903  of  the  Act 
to  limit  Federal  matching  for  drug  costs  under  the  medical  assistance 
program  to  the  "reasonable  charge"  for  "qualified  drugs"  as  deter- 
mined under  the  formulary  provisions  (exempting  these  drugs  fur- 
nished by  hospitals  using  approved  formulary  systems,  and  drugs 
furnished  by  their  generic  names  pursuant  to  physicians'  handwritten 
prescriptions);  it  also  amended  section  1861  (v)  of  the  Act  to  limit 
Federal  payments  for  drugs  furnished  to  individuals  under  the  health 
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insurance  program  in  the  same  way.  Section  603  amended  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  to  provide  for  the  registration  numbers 
assigned  to  drug  manufacturers  under  existing  law  to  appear  on  the 
drug  labels  of  products  of  such  manufacturers. 
The  Senate  recedes. 

W.  D.  Mills, 
Cecil  R.  King, 
Hale  Boggs, 
Frank  M.  Karsten, 
A.  Sydney  Herlong,  Jr., 
John  W.  Byrnes, 
Thos.  B.  Curtis, 
James  B.  Utt, 
Jackson  E.  Betts, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF 
1967— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  MILLS  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act,  and  for  other  purposes : 
Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1030) 
The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis- 
agreeing votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
12080)  to  amend  the  Social  Security  Act  to 
provide  an  increase  in  benefits  under  the 
old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
system,  to  provide  benefits  for  additional 
categories  of  individuals,  to  improve  the  pub- 
lic assistance  program  and  programs  relating 
to  the  welfare  and  health  of  children,  and  for 
other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and 
free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 
as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend- 
ments numbered  16,  17,  18,  19,  20,  21,  22,  23, 
24,  28,  29,  31,  32,  33,  34,  36,  38,  40,  42,  43, 
62,  84,  85,  86,  89,  93,  94,  95,  110,  111,  112, 
113,  114,  119,  142  144,  154,  155,  170,  171,  172, 
175,  176,  177,  178,  179,  181,  182,  183,  185,  189, 
192,  197,  200,  207,  216,  222,  239,  245,  246,  250, 
251,  254,  255,  257,  259,  260,  261,  262,  264,  272, 
284,  285,  287,  289,  291,  292,  293,  and  295. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num- 
bered 4,  44,  45,  46,  47,  48,  49,  56,  57,  58,  59,  60. 
61,  63,  64,  65,  66,  67,  68,  69,  70,  71,  72,  73,  75, 
76,  78,  79,  81,  82,  83,  101,  102,  104,  106,  108, 
115,  117,  118,  130,  131,  133,  147,  148,  149,  150, 
151,  152,  153,  156,  159,  160,  161,  162,  163,  164, 
165,  166,  168,  169,  173,  174,  187,  188,  193,  194, 
195,  196,  199,  201,  202,  203,  204,  205,  206,  208, 
209,  210,  211,  212,  215,  217,  218,  219,  220,  227, 
228,  229,  230,  232,  234,  235,  237,  238,  247,  248, 
249,  252,  256,  264a,  265,  267,  268,  269,  270,  271, 
274,  277,  278,  279,  280,  281,  and  283,  and  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

"TABLE  OP  CONTENTS 
"TITLE    I — OLD-AGE,    SURVIVORS,  DIS- 
ABILITY, AND  HEALTH  INSURANCE 
"Part  1 — Benefits  Under  the  Old-Age,  Sur- 
vivors,  and   Disability   Insurance  Pro- 
gram 

"Sec.  101.  Increase  in  old-age,  survivors,  and 
disability  insurance  benefits. 

"Sec.  102.  Increase  in  benefits  for  certain  in- 
dividuals age  72  and  over. 

"Sec.  103.  Maximum  amount  of  a  wife's  or 
husband's  insurance  benefit. 

"Sec.  104.  Benefits  to  disabled  widows  and 
widowers. 

"Sec.  105.  Insured  status  for  younger  dis- 
abled workers. 

"Sec.  106.  Benefits  In  case  of  members  of  the 
uniformed  servloes. 


"Sec.  107.  Liberalization  of  earnings  test. 
"Sec.  108.  Increase  of  earnings  counted  for 

benefit  and  tax  purposes. 
"Sec.  109.  Changes  in  tax  schedules. 
"Sec.  110.  Allocation  to  disability  insurance 

trust  fund. 

"Sec.  111.  Extension  of  time  for  filing  appli- 
cation for  disability  freeze 
where  failure  to  make  timely 
application  is  due  to  incom- 
petency. 

"Sec.  112.  Benefits  for  certain  adopted  chil- 
dren. 

"Part  2 — Coverage  Under  the  Old-Age, 
Survivors,  and  Disability  Insurance  Pro- 
grams 

"Sec.  115.  Coverage  of  ministers. 
"Sec.  116.  Coverage  of  State  and  local  em- 
ployees. 

"Sec.  117.  Inclusion  of  Illinois  among  States 
permitted  to  divide  their  retire- 
ment systems. 

"Sec.  118.  Taxation  of  certain  earnings  of  re- 
tired partner. 

"Sec.  119.  Inclusion  of  Puerto  Rico  among 
States  permitted  to  include  fire- 
men and  policemen;  validation 
of  certain  past  coverage  in  the 
State  of  Nebraska. 

"Sec.  120.  Coverage  of  firemen's  positions 
pursuant  to  a  State  agreement. 

"Sec.  121.  Validation  of  coverage  erroneously 
reported. 

"Sec.  122.  Coverage  of  fees  of  State  and  local 
government  employees  as  self- 
employment  income. 

"Sec.  123.  Family  employment  in  a  private 
home. 

"Sec.  124.  Termination  of  coverage  of  em- 
ployees  of  the  Massachusetts 
Turnpike  Authority. 
"Part  3 — Health  Insurance  Benefits 
"Sec.  125.  Method  of  payment  to  physicians 
under  supplementary  medical 
insurance  program. 
"Sec.  126.  Elimination   of   requirement  of 
physician  certification  in  case  of 
certain  hospital  services. 
"Sec.  127.  Inclusion  of  podiatrists'  services 
under   supplementary  medical 
insurance  program. 
"Sec.  128.  Exclusion  of  certain  services. 
"Sec.  129.  Transfer  of  all  outpatient  hospi- 
tal services  to  supplementary 
medical  insurance  program. 

130.  Billing  by  hospital  for  services  fur- 
nished to  outpatients. 

131.  Payment  of  reasonable  charges  for 
radiological  or  pathological  serv- 
ices furnished  by  certain  physi- 
cians to  hospital  inpatients. 

132.  Payment  for  purchase  of  durable 
medical  equipment. 

133.  Payment  for  physical  therapy  serv- 
ices furnished  to  outpatients. 

134.  Payment  for  certain  portable  X- 
ray  services. 

135.  Blood  deductibles. 


"Sec. 
"Sec. 

"Sec. 

"Sec. 

"Sec. 

"Sec. 
"Sec. 


136.  Enrollment  under  supplementary 
medical  insurance  program 
based  on  alleged  date  of  attain- 
ing age  65. 

"Sec.  137.  Extension  by  60  days  during  in- 
dividual's lifetime  of  maximum 
duration  of  benefits  for  In- 
patient hospital  services. 

"Sec.  138.  Limitation  on  special  reduction  in 
allowable  days  of  inpatient  hos- 
pital services. 

"Sec.  139.  Transitional  provision  on  eligibil- 
ity of  presently  uninsured  indi- 
viduals for  hospital  insurance 
benefits. 

"Sec.  140.  Advisory  Council  to  study  cover- 
age of  the  disabled  under  title 
XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 

"Sec.  141.  Study  to  determine  feasibility  of 
inclusion  of  certain  additional 
services  under  part  B  of  title 
XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 
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"Sec.  142.  Provisions  for  benefits  under  part 
A  of  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Se. 
curity  Act  for  services  to  patients 
admitted  prior  to  1968  to  cer- 
tain hospitals. 

"Sec.  143.  Payments  for  emergency  hospital 
services. 

"Sec.  144.  Payment  under  supplementary 
medical  Insurance  program  for 
certain  inpatient  ancillary  serv- 
ices. 

"Sec.  145.  General  enrollment  period  under 
title  XVIII. 

"Sec.  146.  Elimination  of  special  reduction 
in  allowable  days  of  inpatient 
hospital  services  for  patients  in 
tuberculosis  hospitals. 
"Part  4 — Miscellaneous  and  Technical 
Amendments 

"Sec.  150.  Eligibility  of  adopted  child  for 
monthly  benefits. 

"Sec.  151.  Criteria  for  determining  child's  de- 
pendency on  mother. 

"Sec.  152.  Recovery  of  overpayments. 

"Sec.  153.  Benefits  paid  on  basis  of  erroneous 
reports  of  death  in  military  serv- 
ice. 

"Sec.  154.  Underpayments. 

"Sec.  155.  Simplification  of  computation  of 

primary  insurance  amount  and 

quarters  of  coverage  in  case  of 

1937-1950  wages. 
"Sec.  156.  Definitions  of  widow,  widower,  and 

stepchild. 

"Sec.  157.  Husband's  and  widower's  insur- 
ance benefits  without  require- 
ment of  wife's  currently  insured 
status. 

"Sec.  158.  Definition  of  disability. 

"Sec.  159.  Disability  benefits  affected  by  re- 
ceipt of  workmen's  compensa- 
tion. 

"Sec.  160.  Extension  of  time  for  filing  reports 

of  earnings. 
"Sec.  161.  Penalties  for  failure  to  file  timely 

reports  of  earnings  and  other 

events. 

"Sec.  162.  Limitation  on  payment  of  benefits 
to  aliens  outside  the  United 
States. 

"Sec.  163.  Benefits  for  certain  children. 

"Sec.  164.  Transfer  to  Health  Insurance  Ben- 
efits Advisory  Council  of  Na- 
tional Medical  Review  Commit- 
tee functions;  increase  in  Coun- 
cil's membership. 

"Sec.  165.  Advisory  Council  on  Social  Se- 
curity. 

"Sec.  166.  Reimbursement  of  civil  service  re- 
tirement annuitants  for  certain 
premium  payments  under  sup- 
plementary medical  insurance 
program. 

"Sec.  167.  Appropriations  to  supplementary 
medical  insurance  trust  fund. 

"Sec.  168.  Disclosure  to  courts  of  where- 
abouts of  certain  individuals. 

"Sec.  169.  Reports  of  boards  of  trustees  to 
Congress. 

"Sec.  170.  General  saving  provision. 

"Sec.  171.  Expedited  benefit  payments. 

"Sec.  172.  Definition  of  blindness. 

"Sec.  173.  Attorneys  fees  for  claimants. 
"TITLE  II— PUBLIC  WELFARE 
AMENDMENTS 

"Part  1 — Public   Assistance  Amendments 

"Sec.  201.  Programs  of  services  furnished  to 
families  with  dependent  chil- 
dren. 


"Sec.  202.  Earnings  exemption  for  recipients 
of  aid  to  families  with  depend- 
ent children. 

"Sec.  203.  Dependent  children  of  unem- 
ployed fathers. 

"Sec.  204.  Work  incentive  program  for  recip- 
ients of  aid  under  part  A  of  title 
IV. 

"Sec.  205.  Federal  participation  in  payments 
for  foster  care  of  certain  depend- 
ent children. 

"Sec.  206.  Emergency  assistance  for  certain 
needy  families  with  children. 

"Sec.  207.  Protective  payments  and  vendor 
payments  with  respect  to  de- 
pendent children. 

"Sec.  208.  Limitation  on  number  of  children 
with  respect  to  whom  Federal 
payments  may  be  made. 

"Sec.  209.  Federal  participation  in  pay- 
ments for  repairs  to  home  owned 
by  recipient  of  aid  or  assistance. 

"Sec.  210.  Use  of  subprofessional  staff  and 
volunteers  in  providing  services 
to  individuals  applying  for  and 
receiving  assistance. 

"Sec.  211.  Location  of  certain  parents  who 
desert  or  abandon  dependent 
children. 

"Sec.  212.  Provision  of  services  by  others  than 
a  State. 

"Sec.  212.  Authority  to  disregard  additional 
Income  of  recipients  of  public 
assistance. 

"Part  2 — Medical  Assistance  Amendments 

"Sec.  220.  Limitation  on  Federal  participa- 
tion In  medical  assistance. 

"Sec.  221.  Maintenance  of  State  efforts. 

"Sec.  222.  Coordination  of  title  XIX  and  the 
supplementary  medical  Insur- 
ance program. 

"Sec.  223.  Modification  of  comparability  pro- 
visions. 

"Sec.  224.  Required  services  under  State 
medical  assistance  plan. 

"Sec.  225.  Extent  of  Federal  financial  par- 
ticipation in  certain  administra- 
tive expenses. 

"Sec.  226.  Advisory  council  on  medical  as- 
sistance. 

"Sec.  227.  Free  choice  by  individuals  eligible 
for  medical  asssistance. 

"Sec.  228.  Utilization  of  State  facilities  to 
provide  consultative  services  to 
institutions  furnishing  medical 
care. 

"Sec.  229.  Payments  for  services  and  care  by 
a  third  party. 

'Sec.  230.  Direct  payments  to  certain  recip- 
ients of  medical  assistance. 

"Sec.  231.  Date  on  which  State  plans  under 
title  XIX  must  meet  certain 
financial  participation  require- 
ments. 

"Sec.  232.  Observance  of  religious  beliefs. 

"Sec.  233.  Coverage  under  title  XIX  of  cer- 
tain spouses  of  individuals  re- 
ceiving cash  welfare  aid  or  as- 
sistance. 

"Sec.  234.  Standards  for  skilled  nursing 
homes  furnishing  services  under 
State  plans  approved  under  title 

xrx. 

"Sec.  235.  Cost  sharing  and  similar  charges 
with  respect  to  inpatient  hospi- 
tal services  furnished  under 
title  XIX. 


"Sec.  236.  State  plan  requirements  regarding 
licensing  of  administrators  of 
skilled  nursing  homes  furnish- 
ing services  under  State  plans 
approved  under  title  XIX. 

"Sec.  237.  Utilization  of  care  and  services 
furnished  under  title  XIX. 

"Sec.  238.  Differences  in  standards  with  re- 
spect to  income  eligibility  under 
title  XIX. 
"Part  3 — Child-Welfare  Services 
Amendments 

"Sec.  240.  Inclusion  of  child-welfare  services 
in  title  IV. 

"Sec.  241.  Conforming  amendments. 
"Part  4 — Miscellaneous  and  Technical 
Amendments 

"Sec.  245.  Partial  payments  to  States. 

"Sec.  246.  Contracts  for  cooperative  research 
or  demonstration  projects. 

"Sec.  247.  Permanent  authority  to  support 
demonstration  projects. 

"Sec.  248.  Special  provisions  relating  to 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
and  GuamT 

"Sec.  249.  Approval  of  certain  projects. 

"Sec.  250.  Assistance  in  the  form  of  institu- 
tional services  in  intermediate 
care  facilities. 
"TITLE  m— IMPROVEMENT   OF  CHILD 
HEALTH 

"Sec.  301.  Consolidation  of  separate  pro- 
grams under  title  V  of  the  Social 
Security  Act. 

"Sec.  302.  Conforming  amendments. 

"Sec.  303.  1968  authorization  for  maternity 
and  infant  care  projects. 

"Sec.  304.  Use  of  subprofessional  staff  and 
volunteers. 

"Sec.  305.  Extension  of  due  date  for  child 

mental  health  report. 
"Sec.  306.  Short  title. 

"TITLE  TV — GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
"Sec.  401.  Social  work  manpower  and  train- 
ing. 

"Sec.  402.  Incentives  for  economy  while 
maintaining  or  Improving  qual- 
ity in  the  provision  of  health 
services. 

"Sec.  403.  Changes  to  reflect  codiflcaton  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code. 

"Sec.  404.  Meaning  of  Secretary. 

"Sec.  405.  Study  of  retirement  test  and  of 
drug  standards  and  coverage. 

"TITLE  V — MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

"Sec.  501.  Extension  of  period  for  filing 
application  for  exemption  by 
members  of  religious  groups  op- 
posed to  insurance. 

"Sec.  502.  Refund  of  certain  overpayments 
by  employees  of  hospital  insur- 
ance tax. 

"Sec.  503.  Extension  of  time  to  provide  as- 
sistance for  United  States  citi- 
zens returned  from  foreign 
countries. 

"Sec.  504.  Exclusion  from  definition  of  wages 
of  certain  retirement,  etc.,  pay- 
ments   under  employer-estab- 
lished, plans." 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment  numbered  2:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  Inserted 
by    the    Senate    amendment    insert  the 
following : 
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"TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY  BENEFITS 


"I 

(Primary  Insurance 
benefit  under  1939 
act,  as  modified) 

n 

(Primary 
insurance 

amount 
under 

1965  act) 

LTI 

(Average  monthly 
wage) 

IV 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum 

family 
benefits) 

"I 

(Primary  Insurance 
benefit  under  1939 
act,  as  modified) 

n 
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insurance 

amount 
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1965  act) 

m 

(Average  monthly 
wage) 

IV 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum 

family 
benefits) 

If  an  individual's 
primary  insuranc 
benefit  (as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(d))  is— 

Or  his 
primary 
insurance 

amount 
(as  deter* 

mined 

suosec 
\C)j  is— 

Or  his  average  month- 
ly wage    as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(b))  is- 

The 
amount 
referred 

f  A  i  r>  tho 
ill  uit) 

r»ropnfl  i  na 
\'i  L '  1  .1 1 1  it; 

paragraphs 

en  Vicuf't  i  nr\ 
ou  UoV_llUll 

choll  ha— 
oil  all  Uc  

And  the 
maximum 
amount  of 

benefits 

navftVilft  ( hm 
nrn viH cn~\  in 

|J1  \J  V  1\1  CU  111 

cpfi  903  (a^ 

on  the  basis 

V/l  11  Jo    W  ogDO 
onrj  Cplf_ 

CUJJJ1U  J 

income 
shall  be  * 

If  an  individual's 
primary  insurance 
benefit  (as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(d))  is- 

r\  -  Ufa 

\jt  nis 
primary 

inciiraTim 

lllOUl  QllUt) 
dlUUUllb 

(a<z  H  at  ft  r- 
UcLUT- 

Tn  i  nckH 

J  lllllOU 

en  hco/* 
oLl  UoCv* 

(>U  io  

\\,}J  ib — 

Or  his  average  month- 
ly wage  (as  deter- 
mined under  subsec. 
(b))  is- 

The 
amount 
referred 

iAJ  ill  L 116 

preceding 
paragraphs 
of  this 

CI  "I  t"\  C  Ofif  1  rtn 
MI  i  'ML  L  I'.l  11 

qViqII  Via  

And  the 

maxi  Tniim 

amount  of 

benefits 
payable  (as 
provided  in 
acL.  zuo(.ajj 
on  the  basis 
of  his  wages 
and  self- 
employ- 
ment 
income 

choll  Via 

oil  all  ue^^ 

At  least — 

But  not 
more 
than — 

...  . 
At  least — 

_ 

liut  not 
more 
than — 

At  least — 

_ 

Hut  not 
more 
than— 

A  ♦  1 

At  least — 

_ 

.but  not 
more 
than— 

$15.  60 

$74 

s1^  on 

ipOU.  UU 

$82. 60 

$124. 20 

$348 

$351 

$140. 40 

$280  80 

126. 20 

352 

356 

141.  60 

284. 80 

515.  61 

16.  20 

49  00 

$75 

76 

56.  40 

83. 10 

126. 30 

357 

361 

142*  80 

288  80 

16.  21 

16, 84 

50  00 

77 

78 

56  60 

84.80 

127.  40 

362 

356 

144.  00 

292  00 

16. 85 

17. 60 

51  00 

79 

80 

57  70 

86. 60 

128. 40 

366 

370 

145. 10 

296  00 

17.  61 

18.  40 

62  00 

81 

81 

58  80 

88. 20 

129. 50 

371 

375 

146. 40 

oUU.  UU 

18. 41 

19.  24 

53  00 

82 

83 

59  90 

89. 90 

130. 60 

376 

379 

147.  60 

303  20 

19. 25 

20. 00 

54  00 

84 

85 

61. 10 

91. 70 

131. 70 

380 

384 

148. 90 

307  20 

on" 

9?  9ft 

55  00 

86 

87 

62. 20 

93. 30 

132.  70 

385 

389 

150.  00 

311  20 

JAJ.  DO 

56.  00 

88 

89 

63. 30 

95.  00 

133. 80 

390 

393 

151. 20 

314  40 

21.  29 

2\.  80 

57  00 

90 

90 

64  60 

96. 80 

134. 90 

394 

398 

152.  50 

318  40 

21. 89 

68  00 

91 

92 

65  60 

98. 40 

135.  90 

399 

403 

153.  60 

322  40 

22  29 

22  68 

69. 00 

93 

94 

66.  70 

100. 10 

137. 00 

404 

407 

154.  90 

325.  60 

22  69 

23  08 

60.  00 

95 

96 

67.  80 

101. 70 

138.  00 

408 

412 

156.  00 

329.  60 

23  09 

23  44 

61. 00 

97 

97 

69  00 

103]  60 

139.  00 

413 

417 

157. 10 

QQQ  fin 
ooo.  uu 

23  45 

23  76 

62. 10 

98 

99 

70. 20 

105.30 

140.  00 

418 

421 

158. 20 

336. 80 

23  77 

24  20 

63.  20 

100 

101 

71.  60 

107. 30 

141. 00 

422 

426 

159. 40 

340.  80 

24  21 

24  60 

64. 20 

102 

102 

72. 60 

108. 90 

142.  00 

427 

431 

160.  50 

344.  80 

24  61 

25  00 

65. 30 

103 

104 

73.  80 

lio!  70 

143.  00 

432 

436 

161.  60 

348.  80 

25  01 

25  48 

66. 40 

105 

106 

75. 10 

112. 70 

144.  00 

437 

440 

162. 80 

350. 40 

25  92 

67. 60 

107 

107 

76. 30 

114*  50 

145.  00 

441 

445 

163190 

352. 40 

oc'  no 

Z5.  9o 

26  40 

68.  60 

108 

109 

77.  50 

116. 30 

146. 00 

446 

450 

165.  00 

354. 40 

of  - !! 

26  94 

69.  60 

110 

113 

78.  70 

118. 10 

147*  00 

451 

454 

166.20 

356.  00 

40.  95 

2/7  46 

70.  70 

114 

118 

79.  90 

119.  90 

148. 00 

455 

459 

167. 30 

358.  00 

27.  47 

28.  00 

71.  70 

119 

122 

81. 10 

121.  70 

149. 00 

460 

464 

168. 40 

360. 00 

28. 01 

28.  68 

72. 80 

123 

127 

82. 30 

123.  50 

150.  00 

465 

468 

169.  50 

361. 60 

28.  69 

29.  25 

73. 90 

128 

132 

83.  60 

125.  40 

151.  00 

469 

473 

170.  70 

363.  60 

29.  26 

29.  68 

74.  90 

133 

136 

84.  70 

127. 10 

152.  00 

474 

478 

171.80 

365.  60 

29.  69 

30. 36 

76. 00 

137 

141 

85.  90 

128. 90 

153.00 

479 

482 

172.  90 

367.  20 

30.  37 

30.  92 

77. 10 

142 

146 

87.  20 

130.  80 

154. 00 

483 

487 

174. 10 

369.  20 

30.  93 

31.  36 

78.  20 

147 

150 

88.  40 

132.  60 

155.00 

488 

492 

175.  20 

371.  20 

31. 37 

32.  00 

79.  20 

151 

155 

89.  50 

134. 30 

156.00 

493 

496 

176. 30 

372. 80 

32.  01 

32.  60 

80. 30 

156 

160 

90.  80 

136.  20 

157. 00 

497 

501 

177.  50 

374. 80 

32.  61 

33.  20 

81. 40 

ifijt 

164 

92.  00 

138.  00 

158.00 

c!vj 

506 

178.  60 

376.  80 

33.  21 

33.  88 

82. 40 

J~J 

93.  20 

139. 80 

159.  00 

507 

510 

179. 70 

378. 40 

33.  89 

34.  50 

83.  50 

170 

94.  40 

141.  60 

160.  00 

511 

515 

180.80 

380. 40 

34.  51 

35.  00 

84.  60 

175 

178 

95.  60 

143.  40 

161. 00 

516 

520 

182.00 

382.  40 

35.  01 

35.  80 

85.  60 

179 

183 

96. 80 

146. 40 

162.  00 

521 

524 

183. 10 

384.  00 

35. 81 

36. 40 

86.  70 

98  00 

150  40 

163  00 

525 

529 

184.  20 

386.  00 

36.  41 

37.  08 

87.  80 

189 

19o 

99  30 

154  40 

164  00 

530 

534 

185. 40 

388.  00 

37.  09 

37.  60 

88.  90 

194 

197 

100  50 

157  40 

535 

538 

186.  50 

•JOsT.  UU 

37.  61 

38.  20 

89.  90 

198 

202 

101  60 

161  60 

ififi  m 

539 

543 

187.  60 

391  60 

38.  21 

39. 12 

91  00 

203 

207 

102  90 

165  60 

167.  00 

644 

548 

188.  80 

u?o.  UU 

39. 13 

39.  68 

92  10 

208 

211 

104  10 

168  80 

168. 00 

549 

553 

189. 90 

QQK  fi/> 
OoU.  UU 

39  69 

40  33 

93  10 

212 

216 

105  20 

172  80 

554 

556 

191.  00 

QQfi  on 
OITO.  oU 

40!  34 

41.12 

94  20 

217 

221 

106  50 

176  80 

557 

560 

192.  00 

398.  40 

41.13 

41. 76 

95  30 

222 

225 

180  00 

561 

563 

193.  00 

Qqq  fin 

033.  UU 

41.77 

42.44 

96  30 

226 

230 

108  90 

1  OA  OA 

564 

567 

194.  00 

401  20 

42.  45 

43.20 

97  40 

231 

236 

110  10 

568 

570 

195.  00 

402  40 

43.  21 

43.  76 

98  60 

236 

239 

111  40 

191  20 

571 

574 

196.  00 

43.77 

44.44 

99  60 

240 

244 

112  60 

195  20 

575 

577 

197.  00 

405  20 

44.  46 

44.88 

100  60 

245 

249 

110.  /u 

199  20 

578 

581 

198.  00 

406  80 

44.  89 

45.  60 

101  70 

250 

253 

115  00 

202.  40 

682 

584 

199.  00 

102  80 

254 

258 

116  ^0 

206  40 

585 

588 

200  00 

409  60 

103.  80 

259 

263 

117  30 

210  40 

589 

591 

201.  00 

410. 80 

104  90 

264 

267 

118  60 

213  60 

592 

595 

202.  00 

di^"  fin 

106  00 

268 

272 

119  80 

217  60 

596 

598 

203  00 

fir"  on 

107  00 

273 

277 

121  00 

221  60 

599 

602 

204  00 

415.  20 

108  10 

278 

281 

122  20 

224  80 

603 

605 

ww  no 

_  U  J.  uu 

416.  40 

109  20 

282 

286 

123  40 

228  80 

606 

609 

206. 00 

418. 00 

no!  30 

287 

291 

124^ 70 

232!  80 

610 

612 

207.  00 

419.  20 

111.30 

292 

295 

125.  80 

236.  00 

613 

616 

208.00 

420. 80 

112. 40 

296 

300 

127. 10 

240.00 

617 

620 

209.00 

422. 40 

113.50 

301 

305 

128. 30 

244.00 

621 

623 

210.00 

423.60 

114.50 

306 

309 

129. 40 

247.20 

624 

627 

211.00 

425.  20 

115.60 

310 

314 

130. 70 

251.20 

628 

£30 

212.00 

426.  40 

116.  70 

315 

319 

131.90 

255.20 

631 

634 

213.  00 

428.00 

117. 70 

320 

323 

133.00 

258.40 

635 

637 

214.00 

429.20 

118. 80 

324 

328 

134. 30 

262.40 

638 

641 

215. 00 

430.  SO 

119.90 

329 

333 

135.50 

266.40 

642 

644 

216.  00 

432.00 

121.  00 

334 

337 

136. 80 

269.60 

645 

648 

217.00 

433.60 

122.00 

338 

342 

137.  90 

273.60 

649 

650 

218. 00 

434. 40". 

123. 10 

343 

347 

139. 10 

277.60 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  3:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  3,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  Inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "the  month  of  February  1968";  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 


Amendment  numbered  5:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  Insert  the  follow- 
ing: "February  1968,  for  each  such  person  for 
February  1968,";  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 


Amendment  numbered  6:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  6,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "113";  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  7:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
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merit  of  the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  Inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  Insert  the  follow- 
ing: "the  month  of  February  1968,";  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  8:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  8,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "February  1968,";  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  9:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  9,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "entitled,  after  January  1968,";  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  10:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "after  January  1968";  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  11:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  11,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "month  of  February  1968,  or  who  died 
before'such  month";  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  12 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  12,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "month  after  January  1968";  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  13 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  13,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "after  January  1968";  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  14 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  14,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "of  January  1968";  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  15:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  15,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  Insert  the  follow- 
ing: "month  of  February  1968,  or  who  died 
in  such  month,";  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  25:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  25,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "months  after  January  1968";  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  26 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  Its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  26,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  Insert  the  follow- 
ing: "months  after  January  1968";  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  27:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  27,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  amendments  as  follow: 


Restore  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken 
out  by  the  Senate  amendment,  and  omit  the 
matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate 
amendment. 

On  page  26,  lines  8  and  9,  of  the  House  en- 
grossed bill,  strike  out  "the  second  month 
following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is 
enacted"  and  insert  the  following:  "the 
month  of  February  1968";  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  30 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  30,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "months  after  January  1968,";  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  35 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  35,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
Restore  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken 
out  by  the  Senate  amendment. 

On  page  29,  line  18,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "$7,600"  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "$7,800". 

On  page  30,  line  5,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "$7,600"  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "$7,800". 

On  page  30,  line  9,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "$7,600"  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "$7,800". 

On  page  30,  line  13,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "$7,600"  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "$7,800". 

On  page  30,  line  19,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "$7,600"  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "$7,800". 

On  page  31,  line  5,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "$7,600"  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "$7,800". 

On  page  31,  line  9,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "$7,600"  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "$7,800".. 

On  page  31,  line  12,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "$7,600"  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "$7,800". 

On  page  31,  line  17,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "$7,600"  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "$7,800". 

On  page  31,  line  25,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "$7,600"  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "$7,800". 

On  page  32,  line  3,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "$7,600"  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "$7,800". 

On  page  32,  line  9,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "$7,600"  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "$7,800". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  37:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  37,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  amendments  as  follows: 
Restore  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken 
out  by  the  Senate  amendment,  and  omit  the 
matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Sen- 
ate amendment. 

On  page  33,  line  5,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "1966"  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "1967". 

On  page  33,  line  6,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "5.9"  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "5.8". 

On  page  34,  line  4,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "years  1967  and  1968,  the 
rate  shall  be  3.9"  and  insert  the  following: 
"year  1968,  the  rate  shall  be  3.8". 

On  page  34,  line  19,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "years  1967  and  1968,  the 
rate  shall  be  3.9"  and  insert  the  following: 
"year  1968,  the  rate  shall  be  3.8". 

On  page  35  of  the  House  engrossed  bill, 
strike  out  lines  9  through  16  and  insert  the 
following : 

"(1)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  begin- 
ning after  December  31,  1967,  and  before 
January  1,  1973,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  0.60 
percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self -employ- 
ment" income  for  such  taxable  year;". 

On  page  35,  line  17,  of  the  House  engrossed 


bill,  strike  out  "(3)"  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "(2)-!. 

On  page  35,  line  21,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "(4)"  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "(3)". 

On  page  36,  line  1,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "(5)"  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "(4)". 

On  page  36,  line  5,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "(6)"  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "(5)". 

On  page  36  of  the  House  engrossed  bill, 
strike  out  lines  13  through  18  and  insert 
the  following: 

"(1)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during 
the  calendar  years  1968,  1969,  1970,  1971,  and 
1972,  the  rate  shall  be  0.60  percent;". 

On  page  36,  line  19,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "(3)  "  and  insert  the  following: 
"(2)". 

On  page  36,  line  22,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "(4)"  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "(3)". 

On  page  36.  line  25  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "(5)  "  and  insert  the  following: 
"(4)". 

On  page  37,  line  3,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "(6)"  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "(5)". 

On  page  37  of  the  House  engrossed  bill, 
strike  out  lines  9  through  14  and  insert  the 
following : 

"  ( 1 )  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the 
calendar  years  1968,  1969,  1970,  1971,  and 
1972,  the  rate  shall  be  0.60  percent;". 

On  page  37,  line  15,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "(3)"  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "(2)". 

On  page  37,  line  18,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  odt  "(4)"  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "(3)". 

On  page  37,  line  21,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "(5)"  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "(4)". 

On  page  37,  line  24,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "(6)"  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "(5)". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  39 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  39,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  amendments  as  follows: 

On  page  43,  line  6,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "112"  and  insert  the 
following:  "111". 

On  page  44,  line  25,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "time  speci- 
fied in  subparagraph  (E)"  and  insert  the 
following:  "then  specified  time  period". 

On  page  45,  line  10,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "made."  and 
insert  the  following:  "made."'. 

On  page  45  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  lines  11  through  16 
and  insert  the  following : 

"(b)  No  monthly  insurance  benefits  under 
title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  shall  be 
payable  or  increased  for  any  month  before 
the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted  by 
reason  of  amendments  made  by  subsec- 
tion (a) ." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  41 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  41,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  amendments  as  follows :  On 
page  47,  line  3,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "114"  and  insert  the 
following:  "112". 

On  page  47,  lines  3  and  4,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "202(d)(9) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act"  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "202(d)  (8)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
(as  redesignated  by  section  151(c)  of  this 
Act) ". 

On  page  47,  line  23,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "February"  and  in- 
sert the  following :  "January". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  50 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
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ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  50,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  amendments  as  follow:  On 
page  50,  line  4,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  after  "policemen"  insert  the 
following:  ";  validation  of  certain  past  cover- 
age in  the  State  of  Nebraska";  and  the  Sen- 
ate agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  51 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  51,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
On  page  51,  line  21,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "system."  and  in- 
sert the  following:  "system.'  ";  and  the  Sen- 
ate agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  52 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  52,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows:  On 
page  52,  line  9,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "such  Act"  and  in- 
sert the  following:  "the  Social  Security  Act"; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  53 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  53,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
On  page  55,  line  17,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  ''such  Act"  and  in- 
sert the  following:  "the  Social  Security 
Act";  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  54 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  54,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  amendments  as  follow: 
On  page  57,  line  10,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "(I)". 

On  page  57,  line  11,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "(II)". 

On  page  57,  line  16,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  after  "1954"  insert  the 
following:  "(relating  to  definition  of  employ- 
ment) ". 

On  page  58,  line  5,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "(I)". 

On  page  58,  line  6,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "(II)". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  55 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  55,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  amendments  as  follows: 
On  page  58,  line  18,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  after  "Massachusetts"  insert 
the  following:  "to  modify  its  agreement  en- 
tered into  under  section  218  of  such  Act 
so  as". 

On  page  58,  line  19,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "to  be". 

On  page  58,  line  21,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "filing  with 
him  of  such  notice"  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "date  on  which  such  agreement  is  so 
modified". 

On  page  58,  line  23,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "has  been" 
and  insert  the  following:  "is". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  74:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  74,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  fol- 
lows: Omit  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
stricken  out  by  the  Senate  amendment,  and 
on  page  57,  line  11,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  immediately  before  the  comma  insert 
the  following:  "as  an  outpatient";  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  77 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  77,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  amendments  as  follows: 
On  page  63  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amend- 
ments, strike  out  lines  13  through  16  and 
insert  the  following: 

"(A)  if  furnished  by  a  clinic  or  rehabilita- 
tion agency,  or  by  others  under  arrangements 
with  such  clinic  or  agency,  unless  such 
clinic  or  rehabilitation  agency — ". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  80 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 


ment of  the  Senate  numbered  80,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
On  page  68  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amend- 
ments, strike  out  lines  12  through  17  and 
insert  the  following: 

"(b)  The  second  sentence  of  section 
1813(a)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows:  'Such  amount  shall  be  further 
reduced  by  a  coinsurance  amount  equal  to — 

"  '(A)  one-fourth  of  the  inpatient  hospital 
deductible  for  each  day  (before  the  91st  day) 
on  which  such  individual  is  furnished  such 
services  during  such  spell  of  illness  after 
such  services  have  been  furnished  to  him  for 
60  days  during  such  spell;  and 

"'(B)  one-half  of  the  inpatient  hospital 
deductible  for  each  day  (before  the  day  fol- 
lowing the  last  day  for  which  such  individual 
is  entitled  under  section  1812(a)  (1)  to  have 
payment  made  on  his  behalf  for  inpatient 
hospital  services  during  such  spell  of  illness) 
on  which  such  individual  is  furnished  such 
services  during  such  spell  of  illness  after  such 
services  have  been  furnished  to  him  for  90 
days  during  such  spell; 

except  that  the  reduction  under  this  sen- 
tence for  any  day  shall  not  exceed  the  charges 
imposed  for  that  day  with  respect  to  such  in- 
dividual for  such  services  (and  for  this  pur- 
pose, if  the  customary  charges  for  such 
services  are  greater  than  the  charges  so  im- 
posed, such  customary  charges  shall  be  con- 
sidered to  be  the  charge  so  imposed) .'  " 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  87 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  87,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  amendments  as  follows:  On 
page  84,  line  6,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "145"  and  insert  the 
following:  "142".  On  page  84,  line  17,  of  the 
Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out 
"such  part  A"  and  insert  the  following: 
"part  A  of  title  XVIII  of  such  Act". 

On  page  85,  lines  7  and  8,  of  the  Senate 
engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  "such  part 
A"  and  insert  the  following:  "part  A  of  title 
XVTII  of  such  Act". 

On  page  85,  line  15,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "defined"  and  insert 
the  following:  "described". 

On  page  86,  line  15,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  after  "(4)"  insert  the 
following:  "of  the  Social  Security  Act". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  88 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  88,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  amendments  as  follows :  On 
page  88,  line  5,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "146"  and  insert  the 
following:  "143". 

On  page  89,  line  1,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  after  "1814(d)"  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "of  such  Act". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  90 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  90,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
On  page  94,  line  16,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "148"  and  insert  the 
following:  "144";  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  91:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  91,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  amendments  as  follows: 
On  page  95,  line  22,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "149"  and  insert  the 
following:  "145". 

On  page  97,  line  16,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "promulgated."  and 
insert  the  following:  "promulgated.'  "• 

On  page  97  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amend- 
ments, strike  out  line  17  and  all  that  follows 
down  through  page  99.  line  2. 

On  page  99,  line  3,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "(f)(1)"  and  insert 
the  following:  "(e)". 

On  page  99  of  the  Senate  engrossed  amend- 
ments, strike  out  lines  8  through  17. 


And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  92:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  92,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

On  page  99,  line  22,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "149a"  and  insert  the 
following:  "146";  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  96 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  96,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "months  after  January  1968,";  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  97:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  97,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "months  after  January  1968,";  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  98:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  98,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
On  page  103,  line  10,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendment,  strike  out  "Sec.  204." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  99 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  99,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
One  page  105,  line  3,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  after  "payment"  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "for  any  month". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  100:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  100,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as  fol- 
lows: On  page  105,  line  22,  of  the  Senate 
engrossed  amendments,  after  "if  any,"  insert 
the  following:  "who  is". 

On  page  107,  lines  2  and  3,  of  the  Senate 
engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  "if  each 
such  person  dies  before  the  payment  due" 
and  insert  the  following:  "if  each  person  who 
meets  such  requirements  dies  before  the  pay- 
ment due  him". 

On  page  107,  line  18,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  after  "due"  insert  the 
following:  "him". 

On  page  107,  line  21,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  after  the  semicolon  in- 
sert the  following:  "or". 

On  page  108,  line  2,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "any;"  and  insert 
the  following:  "any."  ". 

On  page  108  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  lines  3  through  10. 

On  page  108,  lines  18  through  20,  of  the 
Senate  engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  "or 
under  section  144  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967". 

On  page  108,  line  22,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  after  "due"  insert  the 
following:  "him  under  this  title". 

On  page'  109,  line  1,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "before  such  indi- 
vidual's death"  and  insert  the  following: 
"(before  or  after  such  individual's  death)". 

On  page  109,  line  9,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  after  "if  any,"  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "who  Is". 

On  page  110,  lines  14  and  15,  of  the  Senate 
engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  "if  each 
such  person  dies  before  the  payment  due"  and 
insert  the  following:  "if  each  person  who 
meets  such  requirements  dies  before  the  pay- 
ment due  him". 

On  page  110,  line  20,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "pargraph" 
and  insert  the  following:  "paragraph". 

On  page  111,  line  6,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  after  "due"  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "him". 

On  page  111,  line  9,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
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amendments,  after  the  semicolon  insert  the 
following:  "or". 

On  page  111,  line  15,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "any;"  and 
insert  the  following :  "any." 

On  page  111  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  lines  16  through  23. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  103:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  103,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the 
following:  "February  1968";  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  105:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  105,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  fol- 
lows: In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert 
the  following:  "months  after  January  1968"; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  107 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  107,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be-.inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "months  after  January  1968";  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same.  , 

Amendment  numbered  109:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  109,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as  fol- 
lows: Restore  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
stricken  out  by  the  Senate  amendment. 

On  page  88,  line  7,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "general"  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "immediate". 

On  page  88,  line  9,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  after  the  period  insert  the  following: 
"For  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence 
(with  respect  to  any  individual) ,  'work  which 
exists  in  the  national  economy'  means  work 
which  exists  in  significant  numbers  either  in 
the  regipn  where  such  individual  lives  or  in 
several  regions  of  the  country." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  116:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  116, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows :  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed 
to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  in- 
sert the  following:  "January  1968";  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  120:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  120, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed 
to  be  inserted  by  the  amendment  insert  the 
following:  "162";  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  121:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  121, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed 
to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  in- 
sert the  following:  "months  beginning  after 
June  30,  1968";  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  122:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  122,  and 
agree  to  the  same  wtih  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  in- 
sert the  following:  "after  June  30,  1968"; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  123:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  123, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  in- 
serted by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the 
following:  "are,  on  June  30,  1968  being";  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 


Amendment  numbered  124:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  124, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows :  Strike  out  the  matter  proposed  to 
be  stricken  out  by  the  Senate  amendment, 
and  in  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  in- 
serted by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the 
following: 

"BENEFITS  FOR  CERTAIN  CHILDREN 

"Sec  163.  (a)  (1)  The  last  sentence  of  sec- 
tion 203(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  'Whenever  a  re- 
duction is  made  under  this  subsection  in  the 
total  of  monthly  benefits  to  which  individu- 
als are  entitled  for  any  month  on  the  basis 
of  the  wages  and  self-employment  income  of 
an  insured  individual,  each  such  benefit 
other  than  the  old-age  or  disability  insurance 
benefit  shall  be  proportionately  decreased;  ex- 
cept that  if  such  total  of  benefits  for  such 
month  includes  any  benefit  or  benefits  under 
section  202(d)  which"  are  payable  solely  by 
reason  of  section  216(h)(3),  the  reduction 
shall  be  first  applied  to  reduce  (proportion- 
ately where  there  is  more  than  one  benefit 
so  payable)  the  benefits  so  payable  (but  not 
below  zero) .' 

"(2)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph 
(1)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  monthly 
benefits  payable  under  title  II  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  with  respect  to  Individuals  who 
become  entitled  to  benefits  under  section 
202(d)  of  such  Act  solely  by  reason  of  sec- 
tion 216(h)  (3)  of  such  Act  in  or  after  Janu- 
ary 1968  (but  without  regard  to  section 
202(j)(l)  of  such  Act).  The  provisions  of 
section  170  of  this  Act  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  any  such  individual. 

"(b)  Where — 

"(1)  one  or  more  persons  were  entitled 
(without  the  application  of  section  202 (])  (1) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act)  to  monthly  bene- 
fits under  section  202  or  223  of  such  Act  for 
January  1968  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and 
self-employment  Income  of  an  individual, 
and 

"(2)  one  or  more  persons  became  entitled 
to  monthly  benefits  before  January  1968  un- 
der section  202(d)  of  such  Act  by  reason 
of  section  216(h)  (3)  of  such  Act  (but  with- 
out regard  to  section  202(J)  (1) ) ,  on  the  basis 
of  such  wages  and  self-employment  income 
and  are  so  entitled  for  January  1968,  and 

"(3)  the  total  of  benefits  to  which  all  per- 
sons are  entitled  under  such  section  202  or 
223  of  such  Act  on  the  basis  of  such  wages 
and  self-employment  for  January  1968  are 
reduced  by  reason  of  section  203(a)  of  such 
Act,  as  amended  by  this  Act  (or  would,  but 
for  the  penultimate  sentence  of  such  section 
203  (a) ,  be  so  reduced) , 

then  the  amount  of  the  benefit  to  which  each 
such  person  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1) 
above  (but  not  including  persons  referred  to 
in  paragraph  (2)  above)  is  entitled  for 
months  after  January  1968  shall  be  in- 
creased, after  the  application  of  such  section 
203(a),  to  the  amount  it  would  have  been  if 
the  person  or  persons  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (2)  were  not  entitled  to  a  benefit  re- 
ferred to  in  such  paragraph  (2)". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  125:  That  the 
House  recede  from  Its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  125,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  fol- 
lows :  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  in- 
serted by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the 
following:  "164";  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  126:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  126,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  On  page  116,  line  14,  of  the  Senate 
engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  "166"  and 
insert  the  following:  "165";  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  127:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  127,  and 


agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert 
the  following:  "166";  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  128:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  128,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the 
following:  "167";  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  129 :  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  129,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the 
following:  "168";  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  132:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  132,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert 
the  following:  "169";  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  134:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  134,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the 
following:  "170":  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  135:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  135,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert 
the  following:  "January  1968";  and  the  Sen- 
ate agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  136:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  136, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  in- 
sert the  following:  "February  1968";  and  the 
Senate  agree^  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  137:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  137,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the 
following:  "104,  112,  150,  151,  156,  and  157  of 
this  Act,  and";  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  138:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  138,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert 
the  following:  "February  1968";  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  139:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  139,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the 
following:  "January  1968";  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  140:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  140,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as  fol- 
lows: Strike  out  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
stricken  out  by  the  Senate  amendment,  and 
omit  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by 
the  Senate  amendment. 

On  page  105,  line  18,  of  the  House  en- 
grossed bill,  strike  out  "(a)";  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  141 :  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  141,  and 
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agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  On  page  119,  line  12,  of  the  Senate 
engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  "172"  and 
insert  the  following:  "171";  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  143:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  143,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the 
following : 

"definition  of  blindness 

"Sec.  172.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  section 
216(1)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  '(B)'  and  all  that 
follows  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  '(B) 
blindness;  and  the  term  "blindness"  means 
central  visual  acuity  of  20/200  or  less  in  the 
better  eye  with  the  use  of  correcting  lens.' 

"(b)  the  second  sentence  of  section 
216 (i)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  'An  eye  which  is  accompanied  by  a 
limitation  in  the  fields  of  vision  such  that 
the  widest  diameter  of  the  visual  field  sub- 
tends an  angle  no  greater  than  20  degrees 
shall  be  considered  for  purposes  of  this  para- 
graph as  having  a  central  visual  acuity  of 
20/200  or  less." 

"(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  benefits 
under  section  223  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
for  months  after  January  1968  based  on  ap- 
lications  filed  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act  and  with  respect  to  disability 
determinations  under  section  216(i)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  based  on  applications 
filed  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  145:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  145, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows:  On  page  129,  line  5,  of  the  Senate 
engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  "176"  and 
Insert  the  following:  "173";  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  146:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  146, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows:  On  page  130,  lines  19  and  20, 
strike  out  "relative,  child,"  and  insert  the 
following:  "child,  relative,";  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  157:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  157,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  On  page  132,  line  21,  and  page  133, 
lines  1  and  2,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "services  which  are 
furnished  pursuant  to  clauses  (14)  and  (15) 
of  section  402(a)  and  which"  and  insert  the 
following:  "any  of  the  services  described  in 
clauses  (14)  and  (15)  of  section  402(a) 
which";  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  158:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  158,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert 
the  following: 

"(1)(A)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs 
(C),  (D),  and  (E)   as  subparagraphs  (B), 

(C)  ,  and  (D) ,  respectively, 

"(B)  by  striking  out  'subparagraph  (E)' 
in  subparagraph  (C)  (as  so  redesignated) 
and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'subparagraph 

(D)  and 

"(C)  by  striking  out  'subparagraph  (D) '  in 
the  matter  following  subparagraph  (D)  (as 
so  redesignated)  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of 'subparagraph  (C) ';" 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  167:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  167,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as  fol- 
lows: On  page  134,  line  18,  of  the  Senate 


engrossed  amendments,  after  "that"  insert 
the  following:  "(A)". 

On  page  135  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  lines  1  through  5 
and  insert  the  following:  "services  developed 
pursuant  to  part  B  of  title  IV  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  the  provisions  of  section  402(a) 
(15)  (F)  of  such  Act  (added  thereto  by  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section)  shall  not  apply 
with  respect  to  such  agencies  but  only  so 
long  as  such  agencies  of  the  State  are  differ- 
ent, and  (B)  if  on  such  date  the  local  agency 
administering  the  plan  of  a  State  under  part 
A  of  title  IV  of  such  Act  in  a  political  sub- 
division is  different  from  the  local  agency  in 
such  subdivision  administering  the  State's 
plan  for  child-welfare  services  developed  pur- 
suant to  part  B  of  title  IV  of  such  Act,  the 
provisions  of  such  section  402(a)  (15)  (P) 
shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  such  agencies 
but  only  so  long  as  such  local  agencies  are 
different." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  180:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  180, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows:  Insert  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment,  and  on 
page  118,  line  25,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "section"  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "Act";  And  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  184 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  184,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(c)  Effective  with  respect  to  quarters  be- 
ginning after  June  30,  1968,  in  determining 
the  need  of  individuals  claiming  aid  under  a 
State  plan  approved  under  part  A  of  title 
IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  the  State  shall 
apply  the  provisions  of  such  part  notwith- 
standing any  provisions  of  law  (other  than 
such  Act)  requiring  the  State  to  disregard 
earned  income  of  such  individuals  in  deter- 
mining need  under  such  State  plan." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  186:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  186,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment,  insert 
the  following: 

•"(C)(1)  such  father  has  6  or  more  quar- 
ters of  work  (as  defined  in  subsection  (d) 
(1))  in  any  13-calendar-quarter  period  end- 
ing within  one  year  prior  to  the  application 
for  such  aid  or  (ii)  he  received  unemploy- 
ment compensation  under  an  unemployment 
compensation  law  of  a  State  or  of  the  United 
States,  or  he  was  qualified  (within  the  mean- 
ing of  subsection  (d)  (3) )  for  unemployment 
compensation  under  the  unemployment 
compensation  law  of  the  State,  within  one 
year  prior  to  the  application  for  such  aid; 
and 

"  '(2)  provides — 

"'(A)  for  such  assurances  as  will  satisfy 
the  Secretary  that  fathers  of  dependent  chil- 
dren as  defined  in  subsection  (a)  will  be 
referred  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  as  provided 
in  section  402(a)  (19)  within  thirty  days  after 
receipt  of  aid  with  respect  to  such  chil- 
dren; ' ". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  190:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  190,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  Strike  out  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
stricken  out  by  the  Senate  amendment,  and 
on  page  122  of  the  House  engrossed  bill,  after 
line  2  Insert  the  following: 

"'(1)  is  not  currently  registered  with  the 
public  employment  offices  in  the  State,  or 

"'(11)  receives  unemployment  compensa- 
tion under  an  unemployment  compensation 
law  of  a  State  or  of  the  United  States.'  " 


And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  191 :  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  191,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  Strike  out  the  matter  proposed  to 
be  stricken  out  by  the  Senate  amendment, 
and  in  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert 
the  following: 

"  '(c)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sions of  this  section,  expenditures  pursuant 
to  this  section  shall  be  excluded  from  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children  (A)  where 
such  expenditures  are  made  under  the  plan 
with  respect  to  any  dependent  child  as  de- 
fined in  subsection  (a),  (i)  for  any  part  of 
the  30-day  period  referred  to  in  subpara- 
satisfies  subparagraph  (B)  of  such  subsec- 
graph  (A)  of  subsection  (b)(1),  or  (ii)  for 
any  period  prior  to  the  time  when  the  father 
tion,  and  (B)  if,  and  for  as  long  as,  no  action 
is  taken  (after  the  30-day  period  referred  to 
in  subparagraph  (A)  of  subsection  (b)(2)), 
under  the  program  therein  specified,  to  re- 
fer such  father  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  pur- 
suant to  section  402  ( a )  ( 19 ) . 

"  '(d)  For  purposes  of  this  section — 

"  '(1)  the  term  "quarter  of  work"  with 
respect  to  any  individual  means  a  calendar 
quarter  in  which  such  individual  received 
earned  income  of  not  less  than  $50  (or  which 
is  a  "quarter  of  coverage"  as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 213(a)  (2) ) ,  or  in  which  such  individual 
participated  in  a  community  work  and  train- 
ing program  under  section  409  or  any  other 
work  and  training  program  subject  to  the 
limitations  in  section  409,  or  the  work  in- 
centive program  established  under  part  C; 

"  '(2)  the  term  "calendar  quarter"  means 
a  period  of  3  consecutive  calendar  months 
ending  on  March  31,  June  30,  September  30, 
or  December  31;  and 

"  '(3)  an  individual  shall  be  deemed  quali- 
fied for  unemployment  compensation  under 
the  State's  unemployment  compensation  law 
if— 

"'(A)  he  would  have  been  eligible  to  re- 
ceive such  unemployment  compensation  upon 
filing  application,  or 

"  '(B)  he  performed  work  not  covered  un- 
der such  law  and  such  work,  if  it  had  been 
covered,  would  (together  with  any  covered 
work  he  performed)  have  made  him  eligible 
to  receive  such  unemployment  compensation 
upon  filing  application.' 

"(b)  In  the  case  of  an  application  for  aid 
to  families  with  dependent  children  under  a 
State  plan  approved  under  section  402  of 
such  Act  with  respect  to  a  dependent  child 
as  defined  in  section  407(a)  of  such  Act  (as 
amended  by  this  section)  within  6  months 
after  the  effective  date  of  the  modification  of 
such  State  plan  which  provides  for  payments 
in  accordance  with  section  407  of  such  Act  as 
so  amended,  the  father  of  such  child  shall  be 
deemed  to  meet  the  requirement  of  subpara- 
graph (C)  of  section  407(b)(1)  of  such  Act 
(as  so  amended)  if  at  any  time  after  April 
1961  and  prior  to  the  date  of  application  such 
father  met  the  requirements  of  such  sub- 
paragraph (C) .  For  purposes  of  the  preceding 
sentence,  an  individual  receiving  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children  (under  sec- 
tion 407  of  the  Social  Security  Act  as  in  effect 
before  the  enactment  of  this  Act)  for  the  last 
month  ending  before  the  effective  date  of  the 
modification  referred  to  in  such  sentence 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  filed  application  for 
such  aid  under  such  section  407  (as  amended 
by  this  section)  on  the  day  after  such  effec- 
tive date." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  198:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  198,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as  fol- 
lows: On  page  150,  line  16,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "$20  per 
week"  and  insert  the  following:  "$30  per 
month,  payable  in  such  amounts  and  at  such 
times  as  the  Secretary  prescribes". 

On  page  150,  line  19,  of  the  Senate  en- 
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grossed  amendments,  strike  out  "90"  and  in- 
sert the  following:  "80". 

On  page  154,  line  10,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "10"  and  in- 
sert the  following:  "20". 

On  page  154,  line  24,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "10"  and  in- 
sert the  following:  "20". 

On  page  155,  line  2,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "10"  and  insert  the 
following:  "20". 

On  page  159,  line  4,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  before  "ad-"  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "or". 

On  page  159,  line  5,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "or". 

On  page  159,  line  9,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "or". 

On  page  159,  line  14,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  ",  or"  and 
insert  a  semicolon. 

On  page  159  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  line  15  and  all  that 
follows  down  through  page  160,  line  5. 

On  page  160,  line  14,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "10"  and 
insert  the  following:  "20". 

On  page  162,  line  4,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  after  "(ii)"  insert  the 
following:  "and  section  407(b)(2)". 

On  page  162  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  lines  16  through  20 
and  insert  the  following: 

"'(i)  if  the  relative  makes  such  refusal, 
such  relative's  needs  shall  not  be  taken  into 
account  in  making  the  determination  under 
clause  (7),  and  aid  for  any  dependent  child 
in  the  family  in  the  form  of  payments  of 
the  type  described  in  section  406(b)  (2) 
(which  in  such  a  case  shall  be  without  re- 
gard to  clauses  (A)  through  (E)  thereof) 
or  section  408  will  be  made;'  " 

On  page  164,  line  5,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  after  "State)"  insert 
the  following:  ",  but  not  before  April  1, 
1968,". 

On  page  164  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  lines  10  through  12 
and  insert  the  following:  "beginning  after 
June  30,  1968." 

On  page  165,  line  1,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "202(b)"  and  insert 
the  following:  "202(a)(2)". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  213:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  213,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert 
the  following: 

"(b)  Section  403(a)  of  such  Act  (as 
amended  by  the  preceding  provisions  of  this 
Act)  is  amended  by — 

"(1)  striking  out  '5'  in  the  sentence  im- 
mediately following  paragraph  (5)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  '10'; 

"(2)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  sentence  'In  computing  such  10 
percent,  there  shall  not  be  taken  into  ac- 
count individuals  with  respect  to  whom  such 
payments  are  made  for  any  month  in  accord- 
ance with  section  402  (a)  ( 19)  (F) .'  " 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  214:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  214,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  fol- 
lows: Restore  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
stricken  out  by  the  Senate  amendment,  and 
on  page  141  of  the  House  engrossed  bill  strike 
out  lines  1  through  13  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

"'(d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  the  average  monthly  number 
of  dependent  children  under  the  age  of  18 
who  have  been  deprived  of  parental  support 
or  care  by  reason  of  the  continued  absence 
from  the  home  of  a  parent  with  respect  to 
whom  payments  under  this  section  may  be 
made  to  a  State  for  any  calendar  quarter 
after  June  30,  1968,  shall  not  exceed  the 


number  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the 
total  population  of  such  State  under  the  age 
of  18  on  the  first  day  of  the  year  in  which 
such  quarter  falls  as  the  average  monthly 
number  of  such  dependent  children  under 
the  age  of  18  with  respect  to  whom  payments 
under  this  section  were  made  to  such  State 
for  the  calendar  quarter  beginning  Janu- 
ary 1,  1968,  bore  to  the  total  population  of 
such  State  under  the  age  of  18  on  that  date.'  " 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  221:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  221, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  On  page  167,  line  17,  of  the  Senate 
engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  "209"  and 
insert  the  following:  "210";  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  223:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  223, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as 
follows:  On  page  173,  lines  12  and  13,  of  the 
Senate  engrossed   amendments,  strike  out 

";  ESTABLISHMENT  AND  COLLECTION  OF  LIABIL- 
ITY TO  UNITED  STATES". 

On  page  175,  line  10,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "State;"  and 
insert  the  following:  "State'." 

On  page  175,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  line  11  and  all  that 
follows  through  line  19  on  page  181  and 
insert  the  following: 

"(b)  Title  IV  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
adding  after  section  409  the  following  new 
section: 

"  'ASSISTANCE  BY  INTERNAL  REVENUE  SERVICE  IN 
LOCATING  PARENTS 

"  'Sec.  410.  (a)  Upon  receiving  a  report 
from  a  State  agency  made  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 402(a)  (21),  the  Secretary  shall  furnish 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his  dele- 
gate the  names  and  social  security  account 
numbers  of  the  parents  contained  in  such 
report,  and  the  name  of  the  State  agency 
which  submitted  such  report.  The  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate  shall  endeavor 
to  ascertain  the  address  of  each  such  parent 
from  the  master  files  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  and  shall  furnish  any  address  so 
ascertained  to  the  State  agency  which  sub- 
mitted such  report. 

"  '(b)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a). 
The  Secretary  shall  transfer  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  from  time  to  time  sufficient 
amounts  out  of  the  monies  appropriated  pur- 
suant to  this  subsection  to  enable  him  to  per- 
form his  functions  under  subsection  (a) .'  " 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  224:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  224,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  On  page  181,  line  22,  of  the  Senate 
engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  "section 
(3)  (a)  (4)  "  and  insert  the  following:  "section 
3(a)  (4)";  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same 

Amendment  numbered  225:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  225,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment,  insert 
the  following: 

"AUTHORITY  TO  DISREGARD  ADDITIONAL  INCOME 
OF  RECIPIENTS  OF  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE 

"Sec.  213.  (a)(1)  Section  2(a)  (10)  (A)  (i) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  'not  more  than  $5'  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  'not  more  than  $7.50'. 

"(2)  Section  1002(a)(8)(C)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'not  more  than  $5' 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'not  more  than 
$7.50'. 

"(3)  Section  1402(a)  (8)  (A)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'not  more  than  $5' 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'not  more  than 
$7.50'. 


"(4)  Section  1604(a)  ( 14)  (D)  of  such. Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'not  more  than  $5' 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'not  more  than 
$7.50'. 

"(b)  Section  402(a)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following:  ';  and  (23) 
provide  that  by  July  1,  1969,  the  amounts 
used  by  the  State  to  determine  the  needs  of 
individuals  will  have  been  adjusted  to  reflect 
fully  changes  in  living  costs  since  such 
amounts  were  established,  and  any  maxi- 
mums that  the  State  imposes  on  the  amount 
of  aid  paid  to  families  will  have  been  pro- 
portionately adjusted'." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  226:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  226, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as 
follow:  Restore  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
stricken  out  by  the  Senate  amendment,  and 
omit  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by 
the  Senate  amendment. 

On  page  143,  line  7,  of  the  House  en- 
grossed bill,  strike  out  "Payment"  and  insert 
the  following:  "Except  as  provided  in  para- 
graph (4) ,  payment". 

On  page  143,  line  13,  of  the  House  en- 
grossed bill,  strike  out  "in  subparagraph  (C) 
and". 

On  page  143,  line  21,  of  the  House  en- 
grossed bill,  strike  out  "section  402"  and 
insert  the  following:  "part  A  of  title  IV". 

On  page  144  of  the  House  engrossed  bill, 
strike  out  lines  3  through  12. 

On  page  144,  line  13,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "(D)"  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "(C)". 

On  page  144,  line  14,  of  the  House  en- 
grossed bill,  strike  out  "or  (C)". 

On  page  144,  line  16,  of  the  House  en- 
grossed bill,  strike  out  "by"  and  insert  the 
following  "to". 

On  page  145,  line  2,  of  the  House  en- 
grossed bill,  strike  out  "section  402"  and 
insert  the  following:  "part  A  of  title  IV". 

On  page  145  of  the  House  engrossed  bill, 
strike  out  lines  10  through  20  and  insert  the 
following: 

"'(4)  The  limitations  on  payment  im- 
posed by  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  sub- 
section shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  any 
amount  expended  by  a  State  as  medical 
assistance  for  any  individual  who,  at  the 
time  of  the  provision  of  the  medical  assist- 
ance giving  rise  to  such  expenditure — 

"'(A)  is  a  recipient  of  aid  or  assistance 
under  a  plan  of  such  State  which  is  approved 
under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI,  or  part  A  of 
title  IV,  or 

"  '(B)  is  not  a  recipient  of  aid  or  assist- 
ance under  such  a  plan  but  (i)  is  eligible 
to  receive  such  aid  or  assistance,  or  (ii) 
would  be  eligible  to  receive  such  aid  or  as- 
sistance if  he  were  not  in  a  medical  insti- 
tution.' " 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  231 :  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  231,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as  fol- 
lows: Insert  the  matter  proposed  to  be  in- 
serted by  the  Senate  amendment. 

On  page  150  of  the  House  engrossed  bill, 
strike  out  lines  14  through  20  and  insert 
the  following: 

"(2)  Section  1843(f)  of  such  Act  is 
amended — 

"(A)  by  inserting  after  or  part  A  of  title 
IV,'  (as  added  by  section  241(e)(2)  of  this 
Act)  the  following:  'or  eligible  to  receive 
medical  assistance  under  the  plan  of  such 
State  approved  under  title  XIX,';  and 

"(B)  by  inserting  after  ',  and  part  A  of 
title  IV  (as  added  by  section  241(e)(2)  of 
this  Act)  the  following:  ',  and  individuals 
eligible  to  receive  medical  assistance  under 
the  plan  of  the  State  approved  under  title 
XIX'." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment    numbered    233:    That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
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amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  233,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  fol- 
lows: On  page  191  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  lines  3  through  8  and 
insert  the  following: 

"'(D)  for  payment  of  the  reasonable  cost 
(as  determined  in  accordance  with  standards 
approved  by  the  Secretary  and  included  in 
the  plan)  of  inpatient  hospital  services  pro- 
vided under  the  plan;'. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment  numbered  236 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  236,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "or  dentists'  services,  at  the  option  of 
the  State,  to  individuals  not  receiving  aid  or 
assistance  under  the  State's  plan  approved 
under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI,  or  part  A- of 
title  IV.' " 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment  numbered  240 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  240,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

On  page  199,  line  20,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "234a"  and 
insert  the  following:  "234". 

On  page  200,  line  3,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "(26)"  and  insert 
the  following:  "(26)". 

On  page  200,  line  10,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "periodic" 
and  insert  the  following:  'for  periodic". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  241:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  241,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as  fol- 
lows: On  page  205,  line  13,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "234b"  and 
insert  the  following:  "235". 

On  page  205,  line  18,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "X,". 

On  page  160,  line  9,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "235"  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "240". 

On  page  172,  line  10,  of  the  House  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "236"  and  insert  the 
following:  "241". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  242 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  242,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  amendments,  as  follows: 
On  page  206,  line  20,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "234c"  and  insert 
the  following:  "236". 

On  page  206,  line  23,  of  the  'Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "  ';  and'  " 
and  insert  the  following:  "a  semicolon". 

On  page  207,  line  2,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "1907"  and  Insert  the 
following:  "1908". 

On  page  207,  line  5,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "section  226"  and  in- 
sert the  following:  "the  preceding  sections". 

On  page  207,  line  9,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  "1907"  and  insert  the 
following:  "1908". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  243:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  243,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as  fol- 
lows: On  page  213,  line  10,  of  the  Senate 
engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  "234d" 
and  insert  the  following:  "237". 

On  page  213,  line  15,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "(28)"  and 
insert  the  following:  "(29)  ". 

On  page  213,  line  16,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "234c"  and 
insert  the  following:  "236". 

On  page  213  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  line  18  and  all  that 
follows  through  line  22  and  Insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"'(30)  provide  such  methods  and  proce- 
dures relating  to  the  utilization  of,  and  the 


payment  for,  care  and  services  available 
under  the_plan  as  may  be  necessary  to  safe- 
guard against  unnecessary  utilization  of  such 
care  and  services  and  to  assure  that  pay- 
ments (including  payments  for  any  drugs 
provided  under  the  plan)  are  not  in  excess 
of  reasonable  charges  consistent  with 
efficiency,  economy,  and  quality  of  care.'  " 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  244:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  244,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the 
following : 

"DIFFERENCES  IN  STANDARDS  WITH  RESPECT  TO 
INCOME  ELIGIBILITY  UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

"Sec.  238.  Effective  July  1,  1969,  section 
1902(a)  (17)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  '(which  shall  be 
comparable  for  all  groups)'  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  '(which  shall  be 
comparable  for  all  groups  and  may,  in  ac- 
cordance with  standards  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  differ  with  respect  to  income  levels, 
but  only  in  the  case  of  applicants  or  recip- 
ients of  assistance  under  the  plan  who  are 
not  receiving  aid  or  assistance  under  the 
State's  plan  approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV, 
or  XVI,  or  part  A  of  title  IV,  based  on  the 
variations  between  shelter  costs  in  urban 
areas  and  in  rural  areas) '." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  253:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  253,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as  fol- 
lows: On  page  216,  line  5,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  after  "that"  insert  the 
following:  "(A)". 

On  page  216,  line  7,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "part  3  of 
title  V"  and  insert  the  following:  "part  B  of 
title  IV". 

On  page  216  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  lines  12  and  13  and 
insert  the  following:  "not  apply  with  re- 
spect to  such  agencies  but  only  so  long  as 
such  agencies  of  the  State  are  different,  and 
(B)  if  on  such  date  the  local  agency  admin- 
istering the  plan  of  a  State  for  child-welfare 
services  developed  under  part  B  of  title  IV 
of  t"  e  Social  Security  Act  is  different  from 
the  local  agency  in  such  subdivision  admin- 
istering the  plan  of  such  State  under  part 
A  of  title  IV  of  such  Act,  so  much  of  such 
paragraph  (1)  as  precedes  such  subpara- 
graph (B)  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to 
such  local  agencies  but  only  so  long  as  such 
local  agencies  are  different." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  258:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  258, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as 
follows:  On  page  221,  line  2,  of  the  Senate 
engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  "appli- 
cable under  State  law"  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "applicable  to  nursing  homes  under 
State  law". 

On  page  221,  line  5,  of  the  Senate  engross- 
ed amendments,  insert  immediately  before 
the  quotation  marks  the  following:  "The 
term  'intermediate  care  facility'  also  in- 
cludes a  Christian  Science  sanatorium  op- 
erated, or  listed  and  certified,  by  the  First 
Church  of  Christ,  Scientist,  Boston,  Massa- 
chusetts, but  only  with  respect  to  institu- 
tional services  deemed  appropriate  by  the 
State." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  263:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  263, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert 
the  following:  "Notwithstanding  the  pre- 
ceding provisions  of  this  section,  of  the 
amount   appropriated   for  any  fiscal  year 


pursuant  to  section  501,  not  less  than  6  per- 
cent of  the  amount  appropriated  shall  be 
available  for  family  planning  services  from 
allotments  under  section  503  and  for  family 
planning  services  under  projects  under  sec- 
tions 508  and  512." 

On  page  182,  line  16,  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  "(a)  ". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  266:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  266, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

On  page  222  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
amendments,  strike  out  lines  13  through  21 
and  insert  the  following: 

"'(13)  provides  that,  where  payment  is 
authorized  under  the  plan  for  services  which 
an  optometrist  is  licensed  to  perform,  the 
individual  for  whom  such  payment  is  au- 
thorized may,  to  the  extent  practicable, 
obtain  such  services  from  an  optometrist 
licensed  to  perform  such  services  except 
where  such  services  are  rendered  in  a  clinic, 
or  another  appropriate  institution,  which 
does  not  have  an  arrangement  with  optom- 
etrists so  licensed;  and' ". 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  273:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  273,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  amendments  as 
follows:  On  page  225,  line  9,  of  the  Senate 
engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  "chil- 
dren's emotional  illness"  and  insert  the 
following:  "extension  of  due  date  for  child 
mental  health  report". 

On  page  225,  line  10,  of  the  Senate  en- 
grossed amendments,  strike  out  "306"  and 
insert  the  following:  "305." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  275:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  275, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  On  page  225,  lines  15  and  16,  of  the 
Senate  engrossed  amendments,  6trike  out 
"incentive  for  economt  while  maintain- 
ing  quality  or  improving  the  provision  of 
health  services"  and  Insert  the  following: 

"INCENTIVES  FOR  ECONOMY  WHILE  MAINTAIN- 
ING OR  IMPROVING   QUALITY  IN  THE  PROVISION 

of  health  services";  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  276:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  276,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  fol- 
lows: Insert  the  matter  proposed  to  be  in- 
serted by  the  Senate  amendment,  and  on 
page  203,  line  24,  of  the  House  engrossed  bill, 
insert  immediately  after  the  period  the  fol- 
lowing: "No  experiment  shall  be  engaged  in 
or  developed  under  subsection  (a)  until  the 
Secretary  obtains  the  advice  and  recom- 
mendations of  specialists  who  are  competent 
to  evaluate  the  proposed  experiment  as  to 
the  soundness  of  its  objectives,  the  possibil- 
ities of  securing  productive  results,  the  ade- 
quacy of  resources  to  conduct  the  proposed 
experiment,  and  its  relationship  to  other 
similar  experiments  already  completed  or  in 
process." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  282:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  282,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert 
the  following : 

"STUDY    OF    RETIREMENT    TEST    AND    OF  DRUG 
STANDARDS  AND  COVERAGE 

"Sec.  405.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  study  ( 1 )  the  existing  retirement 
test  and  proposals  for  the  modification  of 
such  test  (including  proposals  for  an  in- 
crease in  old-age  insurance  benefit  amounts 
on   account   of  delayed   retirement) ,  (2) 
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quality  and  cost  standards  for  drugs  for 
which  payments  are  made  under  the  Social 
Security  Act,  and  (3)  the  coverage  of  drugs 
under  part  B  of  title  XVIII  of  such  Act. 

"(b)  On  or  before  January  1,  1969,  the 
Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the  President  and 
the  Congress  a  report  which  shall  contain 
his  findings  of  fact  and  any  conclusions  or 
recommendations  he  may  have." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  286:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  286,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  On  page  231,  line  15,  of  the  Senate 
engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  "503"  and 
insert  the  following:  "501";  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  288:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  288, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows:  On  page  239,  line  4,  of  the  Senate 
engrossed  amendments,  strike  out  "505"  and 
insert  the  following:  "502";  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  290:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  290,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
On  page  242,  line  5,  of  the  Senate  engrosssed 
amendments,  strike  out  "507"  and  insert  the 
following:  "503";  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  294:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  numbered  294,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate"  amendment  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

"EXCLUSION  FROM  DEFINITION  OF  WAGES  OF  CER- 
TAIN RETIREMENT,  ETC.,  PAYMENTS  UNDER  EM- 
PLOYER-ESTABLISHED PLANS 

"Sec.  504.  (a)  Section  3121(a)  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954  (definition  of 
wages)  is  amended  by  striking  out  'or'  at  the 
end  of  paragraph  (11),  by  striking  out  the 
period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (12)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ';  or',  and  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  para- 
graph : 

"  '(13)  any  payment  or  series  of  payments 
by  an  employer  to  an  employee  or  any  of  his 
dependents  which  is  paid — 

"  '(A)  upon  or  after  the  termination  of  an 
employee's  employment  relationship  because 
of  (i)  death,  (ii)  retirement  for  disability, 
or  (iii)  retirement  after  attaining  an  age 
specified  in  the  plan  referred  to  in  subpara- 
graph (B)  or  in  a  pension  plan  of  the  em- 
ployer, and 

"'(B)  under  a  plan  established  by  the 
employer  which  makes  provision  for  his  em- 
ployees generally  or  a  class  or  classes  of  his 
employees  (or  for  such  employees  or  class  or 
classes  of  employees  and  their  dependents) , 
other  than  any  such  payment  or  series  of 
payments  which  would  have  been  paid  if  the 
employee's  employment  relationship  had  not 
been  so  terminated." 

"(b)  Section  3306  (b)  of  such  Code  (defini- 
tion of  wages)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
'or'  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (8),  by  striking 
out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (9) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ';  or',  and  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"  '(10)  any  payment  or  series  of  payments 
by  an  employer  to  an  employee  or  any  of  his 
dependents  which  is  paid — 

"  '(A)  upon  or  after  the  termination  of  an 
employee's  employment  relationship  because 
of  (i)  death,  (ii)  retirement  for  disability,  or 
(iii)  retirement  after  attaining  an  age  spe- 
cified in  the  plan  referred  to  in  subparagraph 
(B)  or  in  a  pension  plan  of  the  employer,  and 

"  '(B)  under  a  plan  established  by  the  em- 
ployer which  makes  provision  for  his  em- 
ployees generally  or  a  class  or  classes  of  his 
employees  (or  for  such  employees  or  class 


or  classes  of  employees  and  their  depend- 
ents) , 

other  than  any  such  payment  or  series  of 
payments  which  would  have  been  paid  if  the 
employee's  employment  relationship  had  not 
been  so  terminated.' 

"(c)  Section  209  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
(definition  of  wages)  is  amended  by  striking 
out  'or'  at  the  end  of  subsection  (k),  by 
striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sub- 
section (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
';  or',  and  by  inserting  after  subsection  (1) 
the  following  new  subsection: 

"  '(m)  Any  payment  or  series  of  payments 
by  an  employer  to  an  employee  or  any  of  his 
dependents  which  is  paid — 

"  '(1)  upon  or  after  the  termination  of  an 
employee's  employment  relationship  because 
of  (A)  death,  (B)  retirement  for  disability, 
or  (C)  retirement  after  attaining  an  age 
specified  in  the  plan  referred  to  in  paragraph 
(2)  or  in  a  pension  plan  of  the  employer, 
and 

"'(2)  under  a  plan  established  by  the 
employer  which  makes  provision  for  his  em- 
ployees generally  or  a  class  or  classes  of  his 
employees  (or  for  such  employees  or  class  or 
classes  of  employees  and  their  dependents), 
other  than  any  such  payment  or  series  of 
payments  which  would  have  been  paid  if  the 
employee's  employment  relationship  had  not 
been  so  terminated.' 

"(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  apply  with  respect  to  remunera- 
tion paid  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

W.  D.  Mills, 

Cecil  R.  King, 

Hale  Boggs, 

Prank  M.  Karsten, 

A.  Sydney  Herlong,  Jr., 

John  W.  Byrnes, 

Thos.  B.  Curtis, 

James  B.  Utt, 

Jackson  E.  Betts, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Russell  Long, 

George  A.  Smathers, 

Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

Albert  Gore, 

Herman  Talmadge, 

John  J.  Williams, 

Frank  Carlson, 

Carl  T.  Curtis, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an  increase  in 
benefits  under  the  old-age,  survivors,  and 
disability  insurance  system,  to  provide  bene- 
fits for  additional  categories  of  individuals, 
to  improve  the  public  assistance  program 
and  programs  relating  to  the  welfare  and 
health  of  children,  and  for  other  purposes, 
submit  the  following  statement  in  explana- 
tion of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon 
by  the  conferees  and  recommended  in  the 
accompanying  conference  report: 

The  following  Senate  amendments  made 
technical,  clerical,  clarifying,  or  conforming 
changes:  1,  25,  26,  29,  30,  31,  32,  38-,  49,  63, 
64,  65,  66,  67,  68,  69,  70,  72,  73,  74,  75,  76,  81, 
82,  83,  96,  97,  101,  102,  103,  104,  105,  106,  107, 
108,  110,  111,  112,  113,  114,  115,  116,  117,  118, 
120,  125,  127,  128,  129,  132,  133,  134,  135,  136, 
137,  138,  139,  140,  148,  150,  151,  152,  156,  158, 
159,  160,  161,  162,  163,  164,  165,  168,  169,  170, 
171,  172,  177,  179,  180,  185,  187,  188,  192,  194, 
196,  199,  202,  203,  204,  205,  206,  209,  210,  211, 
215,  216,  218,  232,  252,  256,  264a,  265,  269,  274, 
278,  and  283. 

With  respect  to  these  amendments  (1)  the 
House  either  recedes  or  recedes  with  amend- 
ments which  are  technical,  clerical,  clarify- 
ing, or  conforming  in  nature;  or  (2)  the 
Senate  recedes  in  order  to  conform  to  other 


action  agreed  upon  by  the  committee  of  con- 
ference. 

benefit  amounts 
Amendments  Nos.  2  through  15:  Section 

101  of  the  House  bill  amended  section  215(a) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  a  12  y2 
percent  increase  in  benefits  with  a  $50  min- 
imum primary  insurance  amount  through  a 
new  benefit  table  for  determining  primary 
insurance  amounts  and  maximum  family 
benefits  (taking  into  account  the  $7,600  con- 
tribution and  benefit  base  scheduled  by  sec- 
tion 108  of  the  House  bill  to  be  effective  for 
years  after  1967).  This  provision  was  to  be 
effective  beginning  with  the  second  month 
following  the  month  of  enactment. 

Senate  amendment  No.  2  substituted  for 
the  benefit  table  in  section  101  of  the  House 
bill  a  new  table  to  provide  a  15  percent  in- 
crease in  benefits  with  a  $70  minimum  pri- 
mary insurance,  amount  (taking  into  ac- 
count the  increases  in  the  contribution  and 
benefit  base  scheduled  by  Senate  amend- 
ment No.  36 — $8,000  for  the  year  1968,  $8,800 
for  the  years  1969  through  1971,  and  $10,800 
for  years  after  1971). 

Senate  amendments  Nos.  3  through  15 
modified  the  effective  date  contained  in  the 
House  bill  to  make  the  benefit  increases  ef- 
fective beginning  with  March  1968.  (The 
same  modification,  in  the  effective  date  of 
other  provisions  of  the  House  bill  involving 
OASDI  benefits  was  made  by  Senate  amend- 
ments 25,  26,  30,  96,  97,  103,  105,  107,  116, 
135,  136,  138,  139.) 

Under  the  conference  agreement,  section 
215(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
to  provide  a  13-percent  increase  in  benefits 
with  a  $55  minimum  primary  insurance 
amount  through  a  new  benefit  table  for  de- 
termining primary  insurance  amounts  and 
maximum  family  benefits,  taking  into  ac- 
count the  $7,800  contribution  and  benefit 
base  scheduled  under  the  conference  agree- 
ment to  be  effective  for  years  after  1967. 
The  provision  is  effective  for  and  after  Feb- 
ruary 1968. 

increase  in  benefits  for  certain  individuals 
age  7  2  and  over 
Amendments  Nos.  16  through  24:  Section 

102  of  the  House  bill  amended  sections  227 
and  228  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  increase, 
from  $35  for  a  single  person  and  $17.50  for 
a  spouse  to  $40  for  a  single  person  and  $20 
for  a  spouse,  the  amounts  of  the  special  pay- 
ments provided  for  certain  individuals  age 
72  and  older  who  have  no  coverage  or  whose 
coverage  is  insufficient  to  qualify  for  regular 
benefits. 

The  Senate  amendments  modified  the 
House  bill  to  provide  for  an  increase  in  the 
amounts  of  the  special  payments  to  $50  for 
a  single  person  and  $25  for  a  spouse. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

BENEFITS  FOR  DISABLED  WIDOWS  AND  WIDOWERS 

Amendment  No.  27:  Section  104  of  the 
House  bill  amended  title  II  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  provide  benefits  for  disabled 
widows  and  widowers  age  50  or  over,  with 
benefits  ranging  from  50  percent  to  82y2  per- 
cent of  the  spouse's  primary  insurance 
amount  depending  on  the  age  at  which  bene- 
fits begin.  No  trial  work  period  was  provided. 
(A  special  test  of  disability  for  widows  and 
widowers  was  set  forth  in  section  156  of  the 
bill.) 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  section 
104  of  the  House  bill  to  provide  benefits  for 
disabled  widows  and  widowers  at  any  age. 
In  addition,  payment  would  be  made  at  the 
full  widow's  and  widower's  benefit  rate  of 
82y2  percent  of  the  spouse's  primary  insur- 
ance amount,  and  a  trial  work  period  would 
be  provided.  (The  special  test  of  disability 
was  eliminated  by  amendment  No.  109,  so 
that  the  definition  in  present  law  would 
apply  to  widows  and  widowers  as  well  as  to 
others  whose  benefits  depend  upon  dis- 
ability.) 

The  Senate  recedes  with  a  technical 
amendment. 
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REDUCED  BENEFITS  AT  AGE  60 

Amendment  No.  28:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 
(105),  amending  section  202  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  provide  for  payment  of  re- 
duced old-age,  wife's,  husband's,  widower's, 
and  parent's  insurance  benefits  beginning  at 
age  60.  The  old-age  benefit  would  be  reduced 
by  %ths  of  one  percent  for  each  month  for 
which  the  worker  takes  the  benefit  while 
under  age  65,  and  the  widower's  or  parent's 
benefit  (like  widow's  benefits  under  ex- 
isting law)  would  be  reduced  by  the  same 
percentage  for  "each  month  for  which  the 
benefit  is  taken  while  under  age  62;  the 
wife's  or  husband's  insurance  benefit  would 
be  reduced  by  2%oths  of  one  percent  for  each 
month  for  which  the  benefit  is  taken  before 
age  65.  (Under  existing  law,  old-age  benefits 
are  payable  in  full  at  age  65  or  on  the  basis 
of  a  %ths  reduction  at  age  62;  wife's  and  hus- 
band's benefits  are  payable  in  full  at  age  65 
or  on  the  basis  of  a  2%oths  reduction  at  age 
62;  and  widower's  and  parent's  benefits  are 
payable  in  full  at  age  62  with  no  earlier  en- 
titlement provided.) 

The  Senate  recedes. 

LIBERALIZATION   OP  EARNINGS  TEST 

Amendments  Nos.  33  and  34:  Under  the 
existing  provisions  of  section  203  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act,  if  a  beneficiary  earns  $1,500 
or  less  In  a  year,  no  benefits  will  be  with- 
held; if  he  earns  more  than  $1,500  in  a  year, 
$1  in  benefits  will  be  withheld  for  each  $2 
of  earnings  between  $1,500  and  $2,700,  and 
$1  in  benefits  will  be  withheld  for  each  $1 


of  earnings  above  $2,700.  Also,  no  benefit  will 
be  withheld  for  any  month  in  which  the 
beneficiary  earns  $125  or  less  In  wages  and 
does  not  engage  in  self -employment. 

Section  107  of  the  House  bill  amended  sec- 
tion 203  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  in- 
crease the  annual  $1,500  and  $2,700  cut-off 
points  to  $1,680  and  $2,880,  respectively,  and 
the  $125  monthly  figure  to  $140. 

The  Senate  amendments  modified  section 
107  of  the  House  bill  so  that  the  annual  cut- 
off points  are  increased  to  $2,400  and  $3,600, 
and  the  monthly  figure  is  increased  to  $200. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

INCREASE   IN   CONTRIBUTION   AND  BENEFIT 
BASE 

Amendments  Nos.  35  and  36:  Section  108 
of  the  House  bill  amended  title  H  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  and  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  to  increase  the  earnings  counted 
for  benefit  and  tax  purposes  to  $7,600,  be- 
ginning with  1968. 

Under  the  Senate  amendments,  the  earn- 
ings counted  for  benefit  and  tax  purposes 
were  increased  to  $8,000  in  1968,  $8,800  in 
1969  through  1971,  and  $10,800  beginning 
with  1972. 

Under  the  conference  agreement,  the 
amount  of  earnings  counted  for  benefit  and 
tax  purposes  is  increased  to  $7,800,  begin- 
ning with  1968. 

CHANGES    IN   TAX  SCHEDULE 

Amendment  No.  37:  The  following  table 
shows  the  tax  schedule  in  the  House  bill  and 
that  in  the  Senate  bill: 


CONTRIBUTION  RATES  FOR  EMPLOYEES  AND  EMPLOYERS,  EACH 
[In  percent] 


Year 

0ASDI 

House  bill 
HI 

Total 

0ASDI 

Senate  bill 
HI 

Total 

1967  

3.9 

0.5 

4.4 

3.9 

0.5 

4.4 

1968  

3.9 

.5 

4.4 

3.8 

.6 

4.4 

1969-70 

4.2 

.6 

4.8 

4.2 

.6 

4.8 

1971-72 

4.6 

.6 

5.2 

4.6 

.6 

5.2 

1973-75 

5.0 

.65 

5. 65 

5.0 

.65 

5. 65 

1976-79  

5.0 

.7 

5.7 

5.  05 

.65 

5.7 

1980-86  

5.0 

.8 

5.8 

5.  05 

.75 

5.8 

1987  and  after 

5.0 

.9 

5.9 

5.05 

.75 

5.8 

CONTRIBUTION 

RATES  FOR  THE  SELF-EMPLOYED 

[In  percent] 

Year 

0ASDI 

House  bill 
HI 

Total 

0ASDI 

Senate  bill 
HI 

Total 

1967  _    5.9 

1968     5.9 

1969-70   6. 3 

1971-72    6.9 

1973-75    7.  0 

1976-79.    7.  0 

1980-86    7.  0 

1987  and  after    7.  0 


0.5 
.5 
.6 
.6 
.65 
.7 
.8 
.9 


6.4 

6.4 

6.9 

7.5 

7.  65 

7.7 

7.8 

7.9 


5.9 

5.8 
6.3 
6.9 
7.0 
7.0 
7.0 
7.0 


0.5 
.6 
.6 
.6 
.65 
.65 
.75 
.75 


6.4 

6.4 
6.9 
7.5 
7.  65 
7. 65 
7. 75 
7.75 


The  conference 

agreement  provides 

thefollowing  tax  schedule: 
[In  percent] 

Employers  and  employees,  each 

Self-employed 

0ASDI 

HI 

Total 

0ASDI 

HI 

Total 

1967  

  3. 9 

0.5 

4.4 

5.9 

0.5 

6.4 

1568.  

  3. 8 

.6 

4.4 

5.8 

.6 

6.4 

1969-70.  

  4. 2 

.6 

4.8 

6.3 

.6 

6.9 

1971-72  

  4. 6 

.6 

5.2 

6.9 

.6 

7.5 

1973-75  

  5. 0 

.65 

5.65 

7.0 

.65 

7.65 

1976-79  

  5. 0 

.7 

5.7 

7.0 

.7 

7.7 

19S0-E6   

  5.0 

.8 

5.8 

7.0 

.8 

7.8 

1987  and  after  

  5. 0 

.9 

5.9 

7.0 

.9 

7.9 

EXTENSION  OF  RETROACTIVITY  OF  DISABILITY  AP- 
PLICATIONS FOR  FREEZE  PURPOSES  WHERE 
FAILURE  TO  MAKE  TIMELY  APPLICATION  IS 
DUE  TO  INCOMPETENCY 

Amendment  No.  39:  Under  existing  law, 
an  application  to  establish  a  period  of  dis- 
ability must  be  filed  no  later  than  12  months 


after  the  end  of  the  period  of  disability.  The 
Senate  amendment  added  to  the  House  bill 
a  new  section  (112) ,  amending  section  216(1) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  extend  the  time 
for  filing  an  effective  application  to  estab- 
lish a  closed  period  of  disability  (for  dis- 
ability freeze  purposes  only)  for  an  addi- 


tional 24  months — to  a  total  of  36  months — ■ 
in  certain  cases  where  it  is  shown  to  the  sat- 
isfaction of  the  Secretary-of .  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  that  the  disabled  individ- 
ual's failure  to  file  within  the  prescribed 
period  is  due  to  his  mental  or  physical  inca- 
pacity to  execute  such  an  appUcation. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical 
amendment. 

MARRIAGE    OF   A    CHILD    WHO    IS   A  FULL-TIME 
STUDENT 

Amendment  No.  40:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(113)  ,  amending  section  202(d)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  provide  that  a  child's  bene- 
fits will  not  stop  when  the  child  marries  if 
and  for  as  long  as  the  child  is  a  full-time 
student  (and  is  otherwise  entitled  to  bene- 
fits) and,  in  the  case  of  a  girl,  her  husband 
is  also  a  full-time  student,  A  child  whose 
benefits  stop  because  of  marriage  may  subse- 
quently (if  otherwise  entitled,  and  upon 
making  a  new  appUcation)  become  reen- 
titled  to  such  benefits  if  he  becomes  a  full- 
time  student  (or,  in  the  case  of  a  girl,  if  both 
she  and  her  husband  become  full-time  stu- 
dents) . 

The  Senate  recedes. 

BENEFITS   FOR   CERTAIN   CHILDREN   ADOPTED  BY 
DISABLED  WORKERS 

Amendment  No.  41:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(114)  ,  amending  section  202(d)(9)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  that  benefits 
can  be  paid  to  the  legally  adopted  child  of  a 
worker  entitled  to  disability  benefits  (or  to 
old-age  benefits  after  having  been  entitled 
to  disability  benefits)  if  the  adoption  took 
place  under  the  supervision  of  a  child-plac- 
ing agency  and  was  decreed  by  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  in  the  United  States, 
the  worker  had  continuously  resided  in  the 
United  States  for  at  least  one  year  prior  to 
the  date  of  adoption,  and  the  child  was  under 
the  age  of  18  on  the  date  of  the  adoption, 
regardless  of  when  the  adoption  occurred. 
(Under  present  law  the  adoption,  even  if 
other  conditions  are  met,  must  have  taken 
place  within  2  years  of  the  time  the  worker 
became  entitled  to  disability  benefits.) 

The  House  recedes  with  technical  amend- 
ments. 

BENEFITS  FOR  MOTHERS  OF  CERTAIN  FULL-TIME 
STUDENTS 

Amendment  No.  42:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 
(114a),  amending  section  202(s)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  provide  that  a  wife  or  mother 
otherwise  qualified  may  receive  benefits  on 
the  basis  of  having  an  entitled  child  in  her 
care,  where  the  child  is  between  18  and  22 
and  is  only  entitled  to  child's  benefits  because 
he  is  a  full-time  student,  if  the  school  at 
which  the  child  is  a  student  is  an  elementary 
or  secondary  school.  (Under  existing  law,  a 
wife  or  mother  can  be  entitled  to  benefits 
on  the  basis  of  having  a  child  in  her  care  only 
if  the  child  is  entitled  to  child's  benefits  be- 
cause he  is  under  18  or  is  disabled — she  can- 
not qualify  on  the  basis  of  a  child  who  is 
entitled  only  because  he  is  a  student,  re- 
gardless of  the  level  of  the  school  at  which  he 
is  enrolled.) 

The  Senate  recedes. 

STUDY  OF  DELAYED  RETIREMENT  INCREMENT 

Amendment  No.  43:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 
(114b)  to  require  the  Social  Security  Admin- 
istration to  make  a  study  with  respect  to  the 
feasibility  of  providing  increased  old-age 
insurance  benefit  amounts  for  people  who 
delay  their  retirement  and  may  continue  to 
work  after  age  65,  and  to  report  its  findings 
to  the  Congress. 

The  Senate  recedes  (but  the  substance  of 
the  provision  is  included  in  section  405  of  the 
bill — see  Amendment  No.  282). 

COVERAGE  OF  MINISTERS 

Amendments  Nos.  44,  45,  46,  and  47:  Under 
existing  law,  the  services  which  a  clergyman 
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(including  a  Christian  Science  practitioner 
or  a  member  of  a  religious  order  who  has  not 
taken  a  vow  of  poverty)  performs  in  the  exer- 
cise of  his  ministry  are  excluded  from  cover- 
age unless  the  clergyman  elects  coverage  by 
filing  a  waiver  certificate  within  a  prescribed 
period;  if  he  makes  the  election  his  services 
in  his  ministry  are  covered  under  the  provi- 
sions of  law  applicable  to  self-employed  per- 
sons. A  member  of  a  religious  order  who  has 
taken  a  vow  of  poverty  may  not  make  such 
an  election;  his  services  are  compulsorily  ex- 
cluded from  coverage. 

Section  115  of  the  House  bill  amended  sec- 
tion 211(c)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  and 
section  1402  (c)  and  (e)  of  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1954  to  provide  that  the  services 
performed  in  the  exercise  of  his  profession  by 
a  minister,  a  Christian  Science  practitioner, 
or  any  member  of  a  religious  order  (includ- 
ing a  member  who  has  taken  a  vow  of  pov- 
erty) are  to  be  covered  under  the  provisions 
of  law  applicable  to  the  self-employed  unless 
he  obtains  an  exemption  from  social  security 
taxes  (and  coverage)  by  filing  within  a  pre- 
scribed period  (under  the  revised  section 
1402(e)  of  the  Code)  an  application  for  ex- 
emption, together  with  a  statement  that  he 
is  conscientiously  opposed  to  the  acceptance 
(with  respect  to  his  professional  service)  of 
any  public  insurance  such  as  social  security; 
a  clergyman  who  had  elected  coverage  under 
existing  law  could  not  secure  an  exemption, 
and  an  exemption  from  coverage  would  be 
irrevocable. 

Senate  amendments  Nos.  44,  45,  and  46 
added  language  providing  that  members  of 
religious  orders  who  have  taken  a  vow  of 
poverty  are  compulsorily  excluded  from  cov- 
erage, as  under  present  law,  and  need  not 
file  any  application  to  secure  the  exemption. 
Senate  amendment  No.  47  provided  an  addi- 
tional basis  for  the  exemption  from  social 
security  taxes  (and  coverage);  clergymen  op- 
posed to  the  acceptance  of  public  insurance 
on  grounds  of  religious  principle  (in  addition 
to  those  conscientiously  opposed  as  provided 
in  the  House  bill)  may  secure  the  exemption. 

The  House  recedes. 

STATE  AND  LOCAL  DIVIDED  RETIREMENT  SYSTEMS 

Amendment  No.  48:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  section  116  of  the  House  bill 
a  new  subsection  (d),  amending  section 
213(d)  (6)  (F)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  so 
as  to  grant  an  additional  opportunity, 
through  1969,  for  the  election  of  social  secu- 
rity coverage  by  members  of  State  and  local 
government  retirement  systems  who  did  not 
elect  coverage  when  they  previously  had  the 
opportunity  to  do  so  under  the  divided  re- 
tirement system  procedure,  which  permits 
certain  States  to  cover  only  those  current 
members  of  a  retirement  system  who  desire 
coverage. 

The  House  recedes. 

COVERAGE  OP  POLICEMEN  AND  FIREMEN  IN 
PUERTO  RICO  AND  CERTAIN  FIREMEN  IN 
NEBRASKA 

Amendment  No.  50:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(119)  ,  amending  section  218(p)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  add  Puerto  Rico  to  the  list 
of  States  which  may,  if  they  so  desire,  pro- 
vide social  security  coverage  for  policemen 
and  firemen  in  positions  under  State  or 
local  retirement  systems.  The  Senate  amend- 
ment also  included  a  provision  validating 
amounts  erroneously  reported  for  past  serv- 
ices performed  by  certain  firemen  employed 
by  political  subdivisions  in  Nebraska,  if 
amounts  representing  social  security  taxes 
were  erroneously  paid  in  good  faith  and  no 
refund  has  been  obtained. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical 
amendment. 

COVERAGE  OF  FIREMEN  IN  STATES  NOT 
SPECIFICALLY  LISTED 

Amendment  No.  51:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(120)  ,  amending  section  218(p)  of  the  So- 


cial Security  Act  to  allow  social  security  cov- 
erage to  be  extended  to  firemen  under  a 
State  or  local  retirement  system  in  a  State 
not  designated  by  name  (in  section  218 (p) ) 
as  one  which  is  permitted  to  cover  policemen 
and  firemen,  if  the  Governor  of  the  State 
certifies  that  the  overall  benefit  protection 
of  the  group  of  firemen  which  would  be 
brought  under  social  security  coverage  would 
be  improved  by  'reason  of  the  extension  of 
coverage  to  the  group.  Coverage  could  be  ex- 
tended under  this  provision  only  after  a  fa- 
vorable referendum  in  which  no  person  oth- 
er than  a  fireman  could  vote. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical 
amendment. 

COVERAGE  OF  ERRONEOUSLY  REPORTED  WAGES 
FOR  FORMER  STATE  OR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES 

Amendment  No.  52:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(121)  ,  amending  section  218(f)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  permit  a  State,  when  it  pro- 
vides retroactive  coverage  for  a  coverage 
group  under  a  modification  of  the  State's 
agreement,  to  specify  that  whatever  retro- 
active coverage  is  provided  for  the  current 
employees  of  the  coverage  group  will  also 
be  provided  for  former  employees  with  re- 
spect to  whose  earnings  amounts  represent- 
ing social  security  taxes  had  been  errone- 
ously paid  in  good  faith  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury.  The  retroactive  coverage  would 
not  apply  to  any  former  employee  for  whom 
a  refund  of  taxes  had  been  made. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical 
amendment. 

COVERAGE  OF  FEES  OF  STATE  AND  LOCAL  GOVERN- 
MENT EMPLOYEES  AS  SELF-EMPLOYMENT 
INCOME 

Amendment  No.  53:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(122)  ,  amending  section  211(c)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  and  section  1402(c)  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  provide  that 
fees  received  after  1967  by  employees  of  State 
or  local  governments  in  positions  compen- 
sated solely  on  a  fee  basis  and  not  covered 
under  a  State  social  security  agreement  will 
be  covered  under  the  self-employment  pro- 
visions; however,  any  person  in  a  fee-basis 
position  in  1968  may  elect  irrevocably  (before 
the  due  date  of  his  tax  return  for  1968)  not 
to  have  the  amendment  apply  to  him — i.e., 
not  to  have  his  fees  covered  under  the  self- 
employment  provisions.  The  Senate  amend- 
ment also  added  to  section  218  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  a  new  subsection  (u)  under 
which  any  future  modification  of  a  State's 
agreement  may  cover  services  in  positions 
compensated  solely  on  a  fee  basis  only  if  the 
modification  specifically  includes  such  serv- 
ices as  covered,  and  under  which  a  State  may 
remove  such  services  from  coverage  under 
the  agreement. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amend- 
ment. 

FAMILY  EMPLOYMENT  IN  A  PRIVATE  HOME 

Amendment  No.  54:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(123)  ,  amending  section  210(a)  (3)  (B)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  and  section  3121(b)(3) 
(B)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
to  extend  social  security  coverage,  beginning 
after  1967,  to  domestic  service  in  a  private 
home  of  the  employer  performed  by  an  in- 
dividual in  the  employ  of  his  son  or  daughter, 
provided  that  certain  conditions  are  met. 
The  service  in  any  calendar  quarter  would 
be  covered  only  if  the  employer  has  living 
in  his  home  a  son,  daughter,  stepson,  or 
stepdaughter  who  is  under  age  18  or  whose 
mental  or  physical  condition  requires  the 
personal  care  and  supervision  of  an  adult  for 
at  least  4  continuous  weeks  in  the  quarter, 
and  the  employer  either  is  widowed  or  di- 
vorced (and  has  not  remarried)  or  has  a 
spouse  living  in  the  home  who,  because  of 
a  mental  or  physical  condition,  is  incapable 
of  caring  for  the  employer's  son,  daughter, 


stepson,  or  stepdaughter  for  at  least  4  con- 
tinuous weeks  in  the  quarter. 

The  House  recedes  with  technical  amend- 
ments. 

EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  MASSACHUSETTS  TURNPIKE 
AUTHORITY 

Amendment  No.  55:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 
(124),  giving  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare  authority  to  permit  the 
State  of  Massachusetts,  under  such  condi- 
tions as  he  deems  appropriate,  to  remove  the 
employees  of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
Authority  from  social  security  coverage  be- 
fore the  expiration  of  2  years  after  giving  ad- 
vance notice  to  the  Secretary,  with  the  pro- 
vision that  if  the  employees  are  thus  removed 
from  coverage  the  State  cannot  again  extend 
coverage  to  employees  of  the  Authority. 

The  House  recedes  with  technical  amend- 
ments. 

METHOD  OF  PAYMENT  TO  PHYSICIANS  UNDER  THE 
SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PRO- 
GRAM 

Amendments  Nos.  56,  57,  58,  59,  and  60: 
The  House  bill  amended  section  1842(b)(3) 
(B)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide,  in 
addition  to  the  present  receipted  bill  and  as- 
signment methods  of  payment  for  physicians' 
services,  an  alternative  method,  effective  with 
respect  to  bills  received  after  December  31, 
1967,  under  which  a  physician  or  other  per- 
son providing  the  service  could  receive  pay- 
ment on  the  basis  of  an  itemized  bill  if  such 
bill  is  submitted  in  the  form  and  manner  and 
within  the  time  specified  by  regulation  and 
if  the  full  charge  does  not  exceed  the  reason- 
able charge  for  the  service.  Under  the  alterna- 
tive method  payment  could  be  made  to  the 
patient  if  payment  is  not  made  to  the  person 
providing  the  service  for  the  reason  that  the 
charge  exceeds  the  reasonable  charge,  the  per- 
son providing  the  service  does  not  submit  the 
bill  as  provided  for  by  regulation,  or  such 
person  directs  that  payment  be  made  to  the 
patient.  The  House  bill  also  provided,  with 
respect  to  bills  received  after  December  31, 
1967,  'that  requests  for  payment  under  the 
supplementary  medical  insurance  program 
for  services  reimbursable  on  a  reasonable 
charge  basis  must  be  filed  no  later  than  the 
close  of  the  calendar  year  after  the  year  in 
which  the  service  is  furnished  (service  fur- 
nished in  the  last  3  months  of  a  calendar  year 
is  deemed  to  have  been  furnished  in  the  suc- 
ceeding calendar  year) . 

The  Senate  amendments  changed  present 
law,  effective  with  respect  to  claims  on  which 
a  final  determination  has  not  been  made  on 
or  before  the  date  of  enactment,  by  eliminat- 
ing the  receipted  bill  method  of  payment 
(payment  by  the  patient  required  before  re- 
imbursement) and  by  providing  that  pay- 
ment can  be  made  either  to  the  patient  on 
the  basis  of  an  itemized  bill  (either  receipted 
or  unpaid)  or  to  the  physician  under  the  as- 
signment method.  The  Senate  amendments 
retained  the  House  bill  provision  which  es- 
tablishes the  calendar  year  limitation  for  fil- 
ing medical  insurance  claims,  but  made  such 
limitation  appli  cable  to  bills  submitted  and 
requests  for  payment  made  on  or  after  April 
1,  1968. 

The  House  recedes. 

PODIATRISTS 

Amendment  No.  61 :  The  House  bill  amend- 
ed section  1861  (r)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
to  include  within  the  definition  of  "physi- 
cian" a  doctor  of  podiatry  or  surgical  chi- 
ropody, but  only  with  respect  to  functions 
which  he  is  legally  authorized  to  perform  as 
such  by  the  State  in  which  he  performs 
them.  Under  the  House  bill  a  doctor  of  po- 
diatry would  not  be  considered  a  "physician" 
for  purposes  of  sections  1814(a)  and  1835 
(relating  to  certification  and  recertification 
of  medical  necessity  under  parts  A  and  B 
of  title  XVIII)  and  section  1861  (k)  (relating 
to  utilization  review) .  Certain  services  per- 
formed by  a  podiatrist  were  also  excluded  for 
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purposes  of  payment  under  the  hospital  and 
medical  insurance  programs. 

The  Senate  amendment  provided,  in  addi- 
tion to  those  restrictions  in  the  House  pro- 
vision, that  a  podiatrist  would  not  be  con- 
sidered to  be  a  "physician"  for  the  purposes 
of  subsection  (j)  (relating  to  extended  care 
facilities) ,  subsection  (m)  (relating  to  home 
health  services) ,  and  subsection  (o)  (relat- 
ing to  home  health  agencies)  of  section  1861. 

The  House  recedes. 

EXCLUSION  OF  CERTAIN  SERVICES  EXCEPT  WITH 
REGARD  TO  PROSTHETIC  LENSES 

Amendment  No.  62:  Section  128  of  the 
House  bill  amended  section  1862(a)  (7)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act,  which  provides  that 
no  payment  may  be  made  under  title  XVIII 
for  expenses  incurred  for  routine  physical 
checkups,  eyeglasses,  eye  examinations  for 
the  purpose  of  prescribing,  fitting,  or  chang- 
ing eyeglasses,  or  hearing  aids  or  examina- 
tions therefor,  by  adding  a  provision  that  no 
payment  may  be  made  for  expenses  incurred 
for  procedures  performed  (during  the  course 
of  any  eye  examination)  to  determine  the 
refractive  state  of  the  eyes. 

The  Senate  amendment  provided  that  the 
exclusion  added  by  the  House  bill  is  not  to 
apply  with  respect  to  expenses  incurred  for 
procedures  performed  in  connection  with 
furnishing  prosthetic  lenses. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

TRANSFER  OF  ALL  OUTPATIENT  HOSPITAL  SERVICES 
TO  SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PRO- 
GRAM 

Amendment  No.  71 :  Section  129  of  the 
House  bill  amended  the  appropriate  sections 
in  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to 
place  coverage  of  all  outpatient  hospital 
services  in  the  supplementary  medical  in- 
surance program. 

The  Senate  amendment  made  the  provi- 
sions of  the  House  bill  applicable  with  re- 
spect to  services  furnished  after  March  31, 
1968,  rather  than  December  31,  1967,  except 
that  the  elimination  of  the  physician  certi- 
fication requirement  with  respect  to  outpa- 
tient hospital  diagnostic  services  would  apply 
to  services  furnished  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  the  bill. 

The  House  recedes. 

PAYMENT    FOR    PHYSICAL    THERAPY  SERVICES 
FURNISHED  TO  OUTPATIENTS 

Amendment  No.  77:  Section  133  of  the 
House  bill  amended  section  1861  (s)  (2)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  supple- 
mentary medical  insurance  coverage  of 
physical  therapy  furnished  to  an  outpatient, 
in  a  residence  used  as  the  patient's  home,  by 
a  hospital  or  by  others  under  arrangements 
with  the  hospital,  if  such  therapy  is  under 
the  supervision  of  such  hospital.  This  pro- 
vision would  apply  with  respect  to  services 
furnished  after  December  31,  1967. 

The  Senate  amendment  provided  coverage 
for  outpatient  physical  therapy  services  fur- 
nished by  physical  therapists  employed  by  or 
under  an  agreement  with,  and  under  the 
supervision  of,  hospitals  and  other  providers 
of  services  as  well  as  approved  clinics  or  re- 
habilitation centers,  and  local  public  health 
agencies  that  meet  standards  established  by 
the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare relating  to  health  and  safety.  The  pa- 
tient would  not  have  to  be  homebound  for 
the  physical  therapy  services  to  be  covered. 
Payment  would  be  made  for  such  services 
only  when  furnished  in  accordance  with  a 
plan,  established  and  periodically  reviewed 
by  a  physician,  that  would  prescribe  the  type 
of  physical  therapy  services  to  be  provided 
and  the  amount  and  duration  of  such  serv- 
ices. The  Senate  amendment  would  apply 
with  respect  to  services  furnished  after  June 
30,  1968. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amend- 
ment. 

BLOOD  DEDUCTIBLES 

Amendments  Nos.  78  and  79:  Section  135 
of  the  House  bill  amended  sections  1813(a) 


(2)   (as  redesignated  by  the  bill)  and  1866 

(a)  (2)  (c)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  pro- 
vide that  equivalent  quantities  of  packed  red 
blood  cells  shall  be  treated  as  blood  under  the 
hospital  insurance  program,  and  that  a  pa- 
tient would  have  to  replace  2  pints  of  blood 
for  the  first  pint  of  blood  received  (rather 
than  1  pint  as  under  present  law)  for  pur- 
poses of  the  3-pint  deductible.  The  House 
bill  also  amended  section  1833(b)  by  estab- 
lishing a  3-pint  deductible  requirement  with 
respect  to  blood  (or  equivalent  quantities  of 
packed  cells)  furnished  to  an  individual  dur- 
ing a  calendar  year  under  the  supplementary 
medical  insurance  program. 

The  Senate  amendments  deleted  the  re- 
quirement in  the  House  bill  that  the  patient 
replace,  for  purposes  of  the  3-pint  deductible, 
2  pints  of  blood  for  the  first  pint  of  blood 
received. 

The  House  recedes. 

EXTENSION  BY  60  DAYS  DURING  INDIVIDUAL'S 
LIFETIME  OF  MAXIMUM  DURATION  OF  BENEFITS 
FOR  INPATIENT  HOSPITAL  SERVICES 

Amendment  No.  80:  Section  137  of  the 
House  bill  amended  section  1812  (a)  (1)  and 

(b)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide 
a  maximum  of  120  days  (rather  than  90)  of 
inpatient  hospital  services  for  an  individual 
during  any  spell  of  illness,  and  amended  sec- 
tion 1813(a)(1)  of  the  act  to  provide  that 
the  amount  payable  for  such  services  for  each 
day  before  the  121st  day  and  after  the  90th 
day  of  a  spell  of  illness  will  be  reduced  by  a 
coinsurance  amount  equal  to  one-half  of  the 
inpatient  hospital  deductible  determined 
under  section  1813(b).  (The  inpatient  hos- 
pital deductible  is  currently  established  at 
$40.) 

The  Senate  amendments  provided  an  in- 
dividual with  a  lifetime  reserve  of  60  days  of 
additional  coverage  for  inpatient  hospital 
care  for  use  after  he  has  exhausted  the  90 
days  of  hospital  services  to  which  he  is  en- 
titled during  any  spell  of  illness.  The  coin- 
surance amount  for  each  such  additional  day 
of  coverage  would  equal  one-fourth  of  the 
inpatient  hospital  deductible  determined 
under  section  1813(b) . 

The  conference  agreement  contains  the 
Senate  provision  for  a  lifetime  reserve  of 
60  additional  days,  but  applies  the  House  pro- 
vision for  a  coinsurance  amount  equal  to 
one-half  of  the  inpatient  hospital  deductible. 

METHOD  OF  DETERMINING  REASONABLE  COST  FOR 
PROVIDERS  OF  SERVICES 

Amendment  No.  84:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 
(142)  amending  section  1861(v)(l)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  by  providing  that  the 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for  determin- 
ing the  reasonable  cost  of  services  under  title 
XVHI  shall  give  a  provider  of  services  the 
option  of  having  the  cost  of  covered  services 
determined  on  a  per  diem  basis  (per  diem 
costs  prevailing  in  a  community  for  compara- 
ble quality  and  levels  of  services  would  be 
taken  into  account  in  determining  such  per 
diem  basis) .  Cost  of  services  would  other- 
wise be  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  per  unit, 
per  capita,  or  other  basis  insuring  the  pro- 
vider reasonable  cost  reimbursement. 

The  Senate  recedes  with  the  understand- 
ing on  the  part  of  the  conferees  for  both  the 
Senate  and  the  House  that  this  action  is  not 
to  be  taken  as  a  final  decision  or  prejudg- 
ment respecting  the  issue  of  reimbursing 
providers  of  service  under  the  medicare  pro- 
gram by  alternative  methods  to  those  now 
employed.  Such  decisions  should  not  be  made 
until  such  time  as  adequate  data  concerning 
the  actual  cost  of  benefits  furnished  to  medi- 
care beneficiaries  have  been  obtained  and 
made  available  to  Congress.  At  the  present 
time  such  data  have  not  been  compiled  since 
the  actual  costs  incurred  by  providers  for 
services  furnished  to  medicare  recipients 
during  the  first  fiscal  year  of  operation  of 
the  program  have  not  been  finally  deter- 
mined. The  Department  of  Health,  Educa- 


tion, and  Welfare  has  been  directed  to  fur- 
nish such  data  to  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  and  the  Committee  on  Finance 
as  soon  as  it  is  available. 

ALLOWANCE  FOR  DEPRECIATION  AND  INTEREST  IN 
DETERMINING  REASONABLE  COST  UNDER  TITLES 

v,  xvm,  and  xrx 

Amendment  No.  85:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(143)  providing  that  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  would  take  into  ac- 
count any  disapproval  by  State  agencies 
carrying  on  planning  under  the  Partnership 
for  Health  Act  of  expenditures  (made  after 
June  30,  1970,  or  an  earlier  date  at  the  re- 
quest of  a  State)  by  hospitals  or  other  health 
facilities  for  substantial  capital  items.  De- 
preciation and  interest  attributable  to  sub- 
stantial capital  items  found  not  in  accord- 
ance with  a  State's  overall  plan  would  not  be 
includible  as  a  part  of  the  "reasonable  cost" 
of  covered  services  provided  to  individuals 
under  titles  V,  XVIII,  and  XIX. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

STATE  AGREEMENTS  FOR  COVERAGE  UNDER  THE 
HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM  FOR  THE 
AGED 

Amendment  No.  86:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(144)  ,  adding  a  new  section  1818  to  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  permitting  a  State  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for  the  pro- 
vision of  hospital  insurance  coverage  begin- 
ning April  1,  1968,  for  State  and  local  em- 
ployees, retired  or  active  (and  their  de- 
pendents and  survivors),  age  65  or  over  who 
do  not  otherwise  qualify  for  medicare  hos- 
pital insurance  protection.  A  State  would 
reimburse  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  for  the  actual  costs  of  benefits 
paid  and  administrative  expenses  incurred 
with  respect  to  these  persons.  An  agreement 
(either  in  its  entirety  or  with  respect  to  any 
one  or  more  coverage  groups)  could  be  ter- 
minated if  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  State 
concerned  is  no  longer  legally  able  to  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  the  agreement.  A  State 
may  also,  at  its  option,  terminate  such  an 
agreement. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

PROVISIONS  FOR  BENEFITS  UNDER  PART  A  OF 
TITLE  XVHI  OF  THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT  FOR 
PATIENTS  ADMITTED  PRIOR  TO  1968  TO  CERTAIN 
HOSPITALS 

Amendment  No.  87:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(145)  ,  providing  that  payment  may  be  made, 
on  the  basis  of  an  itemized  bill,  to  an  indi- 
vidual entitled  to  hospital  insurance  benefits 
for  inpatient  hospital  services  furnished 
after  June  30,  1966,  in  certain  nonpartici- 
pating  hospitals  as  a  result  of  admissions  oc- 
curring before  January  1,  1968.  The  hospital 
must  be  licensed  as  a  hospital,  have  full-time 
nursing  services,  and  be  primarily  engaged  in 
providing  medical  care  under  the  supervision 
of  a  doctor  of  medicine  or  osteopathy.  Ap- 
plication for  reimbursement  under  this  pro- 
vision would  have  to  be  filed  before  January 
1,  1969,  and  payment  would  be  limited  to  60 
percent  of  room  and  board  charges  and  80 
percent  of  hospital  ancillary  charges  for  up 
to  90  days  in  each  spell  of  illness  (subject  to 
cost-sharing  provisions  in  present  law)  if 
the  hospital  formally  participates  in  the  hos- 
pital insurance  program  before  January  1, 
1969,  and  applies  its  utilization  review  plan, 
to  the  services  furnjshed  such  individual.  If 
the  hospital  does  not  participate  before  Jan- 
uary 1,  1969,  payment  under  this  provision 
would  be  limited  to  20  days  in  each  spell  of 
illness. 

The  House  recedes  with  technical  amend- 
ments. 

PAYMENT    FOR    EMERGENCY    HOSPITAL  SERVICES 

Amendment  No.  88:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(146)  ,  amending  section  1861  (a)  of  the  Social 
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Security  Act  to  redefine,  effective  July  1, 
1966,  the  term  "hospital"  (for  purposes  of 
paying  for  emergency  hospital  services)  to 
mean  an  institution  which  must  be  licensed 
as  a  hospital,  have  full-time  nursing  services, 
and  be  primarily  engaged  in  providing  medi- 
cal care  under  the  supervision  of  a  doctor 
of  medicine  or  osteopathy.  The  requirements 
under  present  law  with  respect  to  clinical 
records,  medical  staff  bylaws,  and  care  of 
patient  by  a  physician  are  eliminated.  The 
Senate  amendment  also  provided  that  if  the 
hospital  does  not  bill  for  emergency  hospital 
services,  the  patient  could  be  paid  60  per- 
cent of  the  room  and  board  charges  and  80 
percent  of  the  hospital  ancillary  charges  (or, 
if  the  hospital  does  not  make  separate  charges 
for  routine  and  ancillary  services,  two-thirds 
of  the  hospital's  reasonable  charges),  subject 
to  deductible  and  other  existing  limitations, 
with  respect  to  hospital  admissions  occurring 
after  December  31,  1967. 

The  House  recedes  with  technical  amend- 
ments. 

PAYMENT    FOR    CERTAIN    SERVICES  FURNISHED 
OUTSIDE   THE   UNITED  STATES 

Amendment  No.  89:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(147)  ,  amending  section  1814(f)  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  to  permit,  effective  with 
admissions  occurring  after  March  31,  1968, 
direct  payment  of  hospital  insurance  benefits 
to  a  resident  of  the  United  States  for  up  to 
20  days  of  inpatient  hospital  services  fur- 
nished in  a  country  contiguous  to  the  United 
States  by  a  hospital  which  is  not  more  than 
50  miles  from  the  border  of  the  continental 
United  States.  For  nonemergency  care,  the 
hospital  would  have  to  be  the  nearest  suit- 
able one  to  the  patient's  residence.  Payment 
would  also  be  made  for  emergency  inpatient 
services  furnished  in  a  foreign  hospital  with- 
in 50  miles  of  the  United  States  border  if  the 
hospital  was  the  closest  one  suitable  for 
treatment  and  the  emergency  necessitating 
such  services  occurred  no  more  than  50  miles 
outside  the  United  States.  Benefits  would  be 
payable  only  on  the  basis  of  a  request  for 
payment  by  an  individual  entitled  to  hos- 
pital insurance  benefits  and  only  if  the  for- 
eign hospital  met  standards  that  are  essen- 
tially comparable  to  those  required  of  hos- 
pitals participating  under  the  program  in  the 
United  States.  Subject  to  appropriate  de- 
ductibles and  other  limitations,  the  amount 
payable  under  this  provision  would  be  equal 
to  60  percent  of  the  hospital's  reasonable 
charges  for  routine  services  in  the  room  oc- 
cupied by  the  individual  or  in  semiprivate 
accommodations,  whichever  is  less,  plus  80 
percent  of  the  hospital's  reasonable  charges 
for  ancillary  services,  or,  if  separate  charges 
for  routine  and  ancillary  services  are  not 
made  by  such  hospital,  reimbursement  may 
be  made  to  the  patient  on  the  basis  of  two- 
thirds  of  the  hospital's  reasonable  charges 
but  not  to  exceed  the  charges  that  would 
have  been  made  if  the  patient  had  occupied 
semiprivate  accommodations. 

The  Senate  recedes  with  the  understand- 
ing that  the  Departments  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  and  State  will  explore,  and 
report  to  the  Committees  on  Ways  and  Means 
and  Finance,  the  feasibility  of  entering  into 
reciprocal  agreements  and  arrangements  with 
neighboring  nations  designed  to  make  medi- 
care benefits  available  to  U.S.  citizens  who 
receive  necessary  hospital  care  in  such  na- 
tions. 

PAYMENT  UNDER  SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  IN- 
SURANCE PROGRAM  FOR  CERTAIN  INPATIENT 
ANCILLARY  SERVICES 

Amendment  No.  90:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(148)  ,  amending  section  1861  (s)  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  to  permit,  effective  April  1, 
1968,  payment  under  the  medical  insurance 
program  for  certain  ancillary  hospital  and 
extended  care  facility  services,  principally 
X-ray  and  laboratory  services,  furnished  to 
inpatients  who  cannot  qualify  for  payments 


under  the  hospital  insurance  program — for 
example,  in  cases  where  hospital  patients 
have  exhausted  their  eligibility  under  the 
hospital  insurance  program,  or  when  ex- 
tended care  facility  patients  have  not  met 
the  3-day  hospitalization  requirement. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amend- 
ment. 

GENERAL   ENROLLMENT   PERIOD   UNDER  SUPPLE- 
MENTARY MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

Amendment  No.  91:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 
(149),  providing  that  the  general  enrollment 
periods  for  the  supplementary  medical  insur- 
ance program  would  be  placed  (beginning 
with  1969)  on  an  annual  rather  than  a  bien- 
nial basis,  and  run  from  January  1  through 
March  31,  rather  than  from  October  1 
through  December  31  as  under  present  law. 
The  Secretary  would  determine  and  promul- 
gate during  December  of  each  year  the  pre- 
mium rate  for  the  program  which  would  be 
applicable  for  the  12-month  period  begin- 
ning on  the  following  July  1  and  would  be 
required  to  issue  a  public  statement  setting 
forth  the  actuarial  assumptions  and  other 
bases  upon  which  he  arrived  at  such  rate. 
Under  the  Senate  amendment  persons  wish- 
ing to  disenroll  could  do  so  at  any  time,  but 
such  disenrollment  would  not  take  effect 
until  the  close  of  the  calendar  quarter  fol- 
lowing the  quarter  in  which  the  notice  of 
disenrollment  was  filed.  The  amendment 
would  also  substitute  a  one-time  late  enroll- 
ment charge  (up  to  3  additional  monthly 
premiums)  for  the  10  percent  premium  in- 
crease in  section  1839(c)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  for  those  who  delay  their  enrollment 
in  the  program,  and  would  modify  section 
1837(b)  (1)  to  provide  that  no  individual  may 
enroll  for  the  first  time  under  the  program 
unless  he  does  so  in  a  general  enrollment 
period  which  begins  within  3  years  after  the 
close  of  the  first  enrollment  period  during 
which  he  could  have  so  enrolled. 

The  House  recedes  with  an  amendment 
providing  for  the  retention  of  the  percentage 
premium  increase  provision  in  present  law 
for  those  who  delay  enrollment,  and  the  dele- 
tion of  the  late  enrollment  charge  in  the 
Senate  bill. 

ELIMINATION  OF  SPECIAL  REDUCTION  IN  ALLOW- 
ABLE DAYS  OF  INPATIENT  HOSPITAL  SERVICES 
FOR  PATIENTS  IN  TUBERCULOSIS  HOSPITALS 

Amendment  No.  92:  Section  138  of  the 
House  bill  provided  that  the  limitation  in 
section  1812(c)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  on 
payment  of  hospital  insurance  benefits  dur- 
ing the  first  spell  of  illness  for  an  individual 
who  is  an  inpatient  of  a  psychiatric  or  tuber- 
culosis hospital  at  the  time  he  first  becomes 
eligible  for  benefits  under  the  hospital  insur- 
ance program  would  not  be  applicable  to 
benefits  for  services  in  a  general  hospital  if 
such  services  are  not  primarily  for  the  diag- 
nosis or  treatment  of  mental  illness  or  tuber- 
culosis. 

The  Senate  amendment  changed  the  provi- 
sions of  the  House  bill  by  eliminating  the 
provision  in  present  law  under  which  days 
spent  in  a  tuberculosis  hospital  by  an  individ- 
ual immediately  before  his  initial  entitle- 
ment to  hospital  insurance  reduced  the  days 
of  inpatient  hospital  coverage  for  which  he  is 
eligible,  after  entitlement,  during  his  first 
spell  of  illness.  The  Senate  amendment  would 
provide  that  no  reduction  would  occur  in 
such  individual's  hospital  insurance  cover- 
age, after  initial  entitlement,  during  his  first 
spell  of  illness,  regardless  of  whether  he  re- 
ceives inpatient  services  in  a  tuberculosis  or 
general  hospital.  The  Senate  amendment  re- 
tained the  House  provision  with  respect  to 
inpatients  of  psychiatric  hospitals. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amend- 
ment. 

INCLUSION  OF  OPTOMETRISTS'  SERVICES  UNDER 
SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PRO- 
GRAM 

Amendment  No.  93:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  definition  of  "physician" 


in  section  1861  (r)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
a  doctor  of  optometry  but  only  for  the  pur- 
pose of  including  his  services  as  medical  and 
other  health  services  covered  under  the  sup- 
plementary medical  insurance  program  and 
only  with  respect  to  functions  he  is  author- 
ized to  perform  by  the  State  in  which  he 
practices.  The  Senate  provision  also  added  to 
section  1862(a)  of  the  Act  (relating  to  items 
and  services  excluded  from  coverage  under 
title  XVIII)  expenses  for  an  optometrist's 
services  in  connection  with  the  detection  of 
eye  diseases,  or  for  his  referral  of  an  individ- 
ual to  a  physician  (as  presently  defined  in 
the  act)  arising  from  such  services. 
The  Senate  recedes. 

INCLUSION  OF  CHIROPRACTORS'  SERVICES  UNDER 
SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PRO- 
GRAM 

Amendment  No.  94:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  definition  of  "physician" 
in  section  1861  (r)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
a  licensed  chiropractor  but  only  for  the  pur- 
pose of  including  his  services  as  medical  and 
other  health  services  covered  under  the  sup- 
plementary medical  insurance  program  and 
only  with  respect  to  functions  he  is  legally 
authorized  to  perform  by  the  State  in  which 
he  practices. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

INCLUSION  OF  PSYCHOLOGISTS'  SERVICES  UNDER 
SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

Amendment  No.  95:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  definition  of  "physician" 
in  section  1861  (r)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
a  licensed  or  certified  psychologist  but  only 
for  the  purpose  of  including  his  services  as 
a  medical  and  other  health  service  covered 
under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance 
program  and  only  with  respect  to  functions 
which  he  is  legally  authorized  to  perform  by 
the  State  in  which  he  practices. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

OVERPAYMENTS 

.Amendment  No.  98:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(152)  ,  amending  section  204(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  to  recover  benefits 
overpaid  to  an  individual  by  withholding 
benefits  payable  to  him  or  his  estate  or  to 
any  other  person  entitled  to  benefits  on  the 
same  earnings  record,  or  by  requiring  a  re- 
fund from  him  or  his  estate,  or  by  any  com- 
bination of  these.  A  beneficiary  who  is  liable 
for  repayment  of  an  overpayment,  whether 
the  overpayment  was  made  to  him  or  to  an- 
other person,  would  qualify  for  waiver  of  re- 
covery of  the  overpaid  amount  if  he  is  with- 
out fault  and  meets  the  other  conditions  pre- 
scribed in  the  law.  (Underpayments  would  be 
paid  to  the  underpaid  beneficiary,  or,  if  he 
has  died,  to  other  persons  in  accordance  with 
section  204(d)  of  the  Act  as  amended  by 
the  bill  (see  Senate  amendment  No.  100).) 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amend- 
ment. 

BENEFITS  PAID  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  ERRONEOUS  RE- 
PORTS OF  DEATH  IN  MILITARY  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  99:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(153)  ,  further  amending  section  204(a)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  make  benefits  paid 
on  the  basis  of  an  official  report  of  the  death 
of  an  active-duty  serviceman  in  line  of  duty, 
issued  by  the  Department  of  Defense,  law- 
ful payments  even  though  it  is  later  deter- 
mined that  the  serviceman  is  still  alive. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amend- 
ment. 

UNDERPAYMENTS 

Amendment  No.  100:  Section  152  of  the 
House  bill  amended  section  204(d)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  that  cash  bene- 
fits due  a  beneficiary  at  the  time  of  his  death 
are  to  be  paid  in  the  following  order  or 
priority : 

(1)  To  his  surviving  spouse  entitled  to 
benefits  on  the  same  earnings  record  as  he 
was,  or 
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(2)  to  his  child  or  children  (in  equal  parts) 
entitled  on  that  earnings  record,  or 

(3)  to  his  parent  or  parents  (in  equal 
parts)  entitled  on  that  earnings  record,  or 

(4)  to  the  legal  representative  or  his  estate, 

or 

(5)  to  his  surviving  spouse  not  entitled  to 
benefits  on  the  same  earnings  record  as  he 
was,  or 

(6)  to  his  child  or  children  (in  equal  parts) 
not  entitled  on  that  earnings  record. 

If  none  of  these  persons  exist,  no  payment 
would  be  made. 

Section  152  of  the  House  bill  also  amended 
section  1870  of  the  Act  to  provide  that  unpaid 
medical  insurance  benefits  are  to  be  settled 
as  follows:  Where  a  beneficiary  who  has  re- 
ceived services  for  which  payment  is  due  him 
dies,  and  the  bill  for  such  services  has  been 
paid  but  reimbursement  under  the  medical 
insurance  program  has  not  been  made,  pay- 
ment of  the  medical  insurance  benefits  would 
be  made  to  the  person  who  paid  the  bill.  If 
payment  could  not  be  made  to  that  person, 
payment  would  be  made  to  the  legal  repre- 
sentative of  the  deceased  beneficiary's  estate, 
if  there  is  one — otherwise  to  relatives  of  the 
deceased  individual  in  the  following  order  of 
priority : 

(1)  To  his  surviving  spouse  living  with 
him  at  the  time  of  his  death,  or 

(2)  to  his  surviving  spouse  entitled  to 
benefits  on  the  same  earnings  records  as  he 
was,  or 

(3)  to  his  child  or  children  (in  equal 
parts) . 

If  none  of  these  persons  exist,  no  payment 
would  be  made. 

A  further  provision,  not  affected  by  the 
Senate  amendment,  authorized  the  Secretary 
to  settle  claims  for  unpaid  medical  insurance 
benefits,  in  cases  where  the  bill  for  covered 
services  had  not  been  paid,  by  making  pay- 
ment to  the  physician  or  other  person  who 
provided  the  services,  but  only  if  such  phy- 
sician (or  other  person)  agrees  to  accept  the 
reasonable  charge  for  the  services  as  his  full 
charge. 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  section 
152  of  the  House  bill  to  provide  the  follow- 
ing uniform  order  of  priority  for  both  cash 
benefits  and  medical  insurance  benefits  due 
after  the  beneficiary's  death  (except  that  any 
medical  insurance  benefits  would  of  course 
be  paid  first  to  the  person  who  paid  for  the 
services  involved,  or,  if  that  person  is  the 
deceased  beneficiary  himself,  to  the  legal 
representative  of  his  estate  if  there  is  one)  : 

(1)  To  the  surviving  spouse  of  the  de- 
ceased individual  if  she  was  either  living  with 
him  at  the  time  of  his  death  or  entitled  to 
benefits  on  the  same  earnings  record  as  he 
was,  or 

(2)  to  his  child  or  children  (in  equal 
parts)  entitled  to  benefits  on  that  earnings 
record,  or 

(3)  to  his  parent  or  parents  (in  equal 
parts)  entitled  on  that  earnings  record,  or 

(4)  to  his  surviving  spouse  if  she  was 
neither  living  with  him  nor  entitled  to  bene- 
fits on  that  earnings  record,  or 

(5)  to  his  child  or  children  not  entitled 
on  that  earnings  record,  or 

(6)  to  his  parent  or  parents  not  entitled 
on  that  earnings  record,  or 

(7)  to  the  legal  representative  of  his  es- 
tate, if  any,  or 

(8)  to  any  person  or  persons  related  to 
him  by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption  who 
may  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
the  proper  person  or  persons  to  receive  the 
payment  due. 

The  House  recedes  with  amendments  (1) 
directing  payment  of  supplementary  meditfal 
insurance  benefits  to  the  person  who  paid 
the  bill  for  the  services  Involved  (ahead  of 
all  the  other  categories)  even  though  the 
payment  of  such  bill  occurred  after  the 
beneficiary's  death,  and  (2)  eliminating  the 
Senate  provision  which  authorized  payment 


of  benefits  to  persons  related  to  the  bene- 
ficiary by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption 
where  there  is  no  one  to  pay  in  any  of  the 
first  seven  categories. 

DEFINITION  OF  DISABILITY 

Amendment  No.  109:  Under  existing  law, 
the  term  "disability"  is  defined  in  general 
as  inability  to  engage  in  any  substantial 
gainful  activity  by  reason  of  any  medically 
determinable  physical  or  mental  Impairment 
which  can  be  expected  to  result  in  death  or 
has  lasted  or  can  be  expected  to  last  at  least 
12  months. 

Section  156  of  the  House  bill  amended 
section  223  (and  related  provisions)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  so  as  to  clarify  the  defini- 
tion by  providing  guidelines  emphasizing  the 
role  of  medical  standards  in  determining  dis- 
ability so  that  an  individual  is  not  to  be 
considered  under  a  "disability"  unless  his 
impairment  is  of  such  severity  that  he  is  not 
only  unable  to  do  his  previous  work  but 
cannot  (considering  his  age,  education,  and 
work  experience)  engage  in  any  other  kind 
of  substantial  gainful  work  which  exists  in 
the  national  economy,  regardless  of  whether 
such  work  exists  in  the  general  area  where 
he  lives,  or  whether  a  specific  job  vacancy 
exists  for  him  or  he  would  be  hired  if  he 
applied  for  work.  The  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  is  directed  to  estab- 
lish criteria  which  are  to  be  conclusive  for 
determining  when  work  or  earnings  demon- 
strate ability  to  engage  in  substantial  gain- 
ful activity.  Section  156  also  provided  a  more 
restrictive  definition  of  disability  for  dis- 
abled widows  and  widowers  than  exists  in 
present  law  for  disabled  workers;  a  widow  or 
widower  would  not  be  found  to  be  under 
a  disability  unless  his  or  her  impairments 
are  of  a  level  of  severity  deemed  sufficient 
to  preclude  an  individual  from  engaging  in 
any  gainful  activity  (see  discussion  of  Sen- 
ate amendment  No.  27) . 

The  Senate  amendment  struck  out  of  the 
House  bill  the  language  clarifying  the  defini- 
tion of  disability,  retaining  only  a  technical 
change,  and  also  eliminated  the  more  re- 
strictive definition  applicable  to  widows  and 
widowers. 

The  conference  agreement  contains  sub- 
stantially the  provision  of  the  House  bill, 
but  includes  language  designed  to  clarify 
the  meaning  of  the  phrase  "work  which 
exists  in  the  national  economy".  This  lan- 
guage puts  into  the  statute  the  same  mean- 
ing of  the  phrase  that  was  expressed  in  the 
reports  of  both  committees.  Under  the  added 
language,  "work  which  exists  in  the  national 
economy"  means  work  that  exists  in  signifi- 
cant numbers  in  the  region  in  which  the 
individual  lives  or  in  several  regions  in  the 
country.  The  purpose  of  so  defining  the 
phrase  is  to  preclude  from  the  disability 
determination  consideration  of  a  type  or 
types  of  jobs  that  exist  only  in  very  limited 
number  or  in  relatively  few  geographic  loca- 
tions in  order  to  assure  that  an  individual 
is  not  denied  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the 
presence  in  the  economy  of  isolated  jobs  he 
could  do. 

AMENDMENT   TO    COMPLY    WITH   TREATY  OBLI- 
GATIONS 

Amendment  No.  119:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 
(162),  amending  sections  228(a)  and  1836 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  and  section  103(a) 
of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1965. 
Under  the  Senate  amendment,  the  present 
5-year  residence  requirements  that  unin- 
sured aliens  must  meet  in  order  to  qualify 
for  hospital  insurance  benefits  or  special  age- 
72  cash  payments,  or  to  be  eligible  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  supplementary  medical  In- 
surance program,  will  not  apply  to  any  in- 
dividual when  their  application  would  be 
contrary  to  present  treaty  obligations  of  the 
United  States. 

The  Senate  recedes. 


EFFECTIVE  DATE  OF  LIMITATION  ON  PAYMENT  OF 
BENEFITS  TO  ALIENS  OUTSIDE  THE  UNITED 
STATES 

Amendment  Nos.  121,  122,  and  123:  Section 
160  of  the  House  bill  amended  section  202  (t) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  that  the 
present  40-quarters-of -coverage  and  10- 
years-residence  exceptions  to  the  provision 
requiring  the  withholding  of  benefits  from 
aliens  outside  the  United  States  are  not  to 
apply  to  aliens  who  are  citizens  of  a  country 
that  has  a  social  insurance  or  pension  system 
of  general  applicability  under  which  benefits 
are  denied  to  otherwise  eligible  Americans 
while  they  are  outside  of  that  country,  or 
who  are  citizens  of  a  country  that  does  not 
have  such  a  system  if  at  any  time  during  a 
specified  5-year  period  benefits  to  individuals 
in  that  country  cannot  be  paid  because  of 
the  Treasury  ban  on  payments  to  Commu- 
nist-controlled countries.  This  change  was 
made  applicable  for  and  after  the  sixth, 
month  following  enactment. 

Section  160  of  the  House  bill  also  pro- 
hibited payment  of  any  benefits  /or  months 
after  enactment  which  are  withheld  on  ac- 
count of  the  Treasury  ban,  and  provides  that 
past  benefits  withheld  (through  the  month 
of  enactment)  may  not  be  paid,  if  and  when 
the  ban  ends,  in  excess  of  the  last  12  months' 
benefits  or  to  anyone  other  than  the  benefi- 
ciary or  a  survivor  entitled  to  benefits  on  the 
same  earnings  record. 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  section 

160  of  the  House  bill  to  delay  the  effective 
dates  of  these  provisions  until  December  31, 
1968. 

The  conference  agreement  delays  the  effec- 
tive dates  of  these  provisions  only  until  June 
30,  1968. 

SPECIAL  PROVISION  IN  THE  CASE  OF  CERTAIN 
CHILDREN 

Amendment  No.  124:  Section  161  of  the 
House  bill  amended  section  203(a)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  that  benefits 
payable  to  illegitimate  children  whose  en- 
titlement to  benefits  derives  from  section 
216(h)  (3)  of  the  Act  as  added  by  the  1965 
Amendments  may  not  exceed  the  difference 
between  the  total  amount  payable  to  other 
persons  on  the  same  wage  record  and  the 
family  maximum  amount. 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  section 

161  of  the  House  bill  (1)  to  provide  that 
where  benefits  payable  on  the  effective  date 
of  the  1965  Amendments  were  reduced  be- 
cause such  a  child  became  entitled  to  bene- 
fits under  the  provision  added  by  the  1965 
Amendments,  the  benefits  will  no  longer 
(after  February  1968)  be  so  reduced,  and  (2) 
to  permit  the  provisions  of  present  law  to 
continue  to  apply  in  the  case  of  children  who 
became  entitled  under  section  216(h)  (3) 
after  the  effective  date  of  the  1965  Amend- 
ments or  become  so  entitled  in  the  future. 

The  conference  agreement  incorporates  in 
substance  the  Senate  amendment  with  re- 
spect to  those  on  the  benefit  rolls  in  the 
month  of  enactment  and  retains  the  House 
provision  with  respect  to  children  becom- 
ing entitled  to  benefits  in  the  future.  It  also 
makes  appropriate  adjustment  in  effective 
dates  and  qualifications  to  assure  their  proper 
coordination. 

ADVISORY  COUNCIL  ON  SOCIAL  SECURITY 

Amendment  No.  126:  Section  163  of  the 
House  bill  amended  section  706  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  provide  that  an  Advisory 
Council  on  Social  Security  is  to  be  appointed 
in  February  1969  and  in  February  of  every 
fourth  year  thereafter  (instead  of  "during 
1968  and  every  fifth  year  thereafter"  as  in 
existing  law) ,  and  that  each  such  Council 
is  to  report  no  later  than  January  1  of  the 
year  following  the  year  of  its  appointment. 
(Section  163  also  provided  that  the  Chairman 
of  each  such  Council  Is  to  be  appointed  by 
the  Secretary;  under  existing  law  the  Com- 
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missioner  of  Social  Security  serves  as  Chair- 
man.) 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  section 
163  of  the  House  bill  to  provide  that  the  Ad- 
visory Council  appointed  In  1969  and  every 
fourth  year  thereafter  is  to  be  appointed  at 
any  time  after  January  31  rather  than  "dur- 
ing February"  as  in  the  House  bill,  and  will 
have  until  the  first  day  of  the  second  year 
following  the  year  of  its  appointment  (as  in 
existing  law)  to  make  Its  report  including  any 
interim  reports  it  might  have  issued. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amend- 
ment. 

DISCLOSURE  TO  COURTS  OF  THE  WHEREABOUTS  OF 
CERTAIN  INDIVIDUALS 

Amendment  Nos.  130  and  131:  Section 
166  of  the  House  bill  provided  that,  upon 
request,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  is  to  furnish  an  appropriate 
court  with  the  most  recent  address  of  a  de- 
serting father  (or  his  employer)  if  the  court 
requests  the  information  in  connection  with 
a  support  or  maintenance  order  for  a  child. 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  section 
166  of  the  House  bill  so  as  to  assure  that  in- 
formation regarding  the  runaway  parent's 
whereabouts  will  also  be  available  to  courts 
in  interstate  support  or  maintenance  pro- 
ceedings. 

The  House  recedes. 

EXPEDITED  BENEFIT  PAYMENTS 

Amendment  No.  141:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(172)  ,  amending  section  205  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  provide  for  expedited  pay- 
ment of  claims  for  monthly  benefits  on  the 
basis  of  a  written  request  filed  under  spe- 
cified conditions  in  certain  cases  where  an 
individual  alleges  that  a  benefit  due  him  was 
not  paid. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amend- 
ment. 

STUDY  OF  PROPOSED  LEGISLATION 

Amendment  No.  142:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(173)  ,  directing  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  to  study  and  report 
to  the  Congress,  on  or  before  January  1,  1969, 
the  effects  (including  the  savings  which 
might  accrue  to  the  Government  and  the  ef- 
fects on  the  health  professions  and  on  all  ele- 
ments of  the  drug  industry)  which  might  re- 
sult from  enactment  of  two  proposals  relat- 
ing to  drugs:  (1)  a  proposal  to  cover  qualified 
drugs  under  the  supplementary  medical  in- 
surance program,  and  (2)  a  proposal  to  es- 
tablish, utilizing  a  formulary  committee, 
quality  and  cost  control  standards  for  drugs 
provided  under  the  various  Federal-State  as- 
sistance programs  and  the  hospital  insurance 
program. 

The  Senate  recedes  (but  a  somewhat 
similar  provision  is  included  in  section  405 
of  the  bill — see  amendment  No.  282) . 

DISABILITY  INSURANCE  BENEFITS  FOR  THE  BLIND; 
DEFINITION   OF  BLINDNESS 

Amendment  No.  143:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(174)  ,  amending  section  223  (and  related 
provisions)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to 
provide  that  for  purposes  of  both  disability 
insurance  benefits  and  the  disability  freeze 
the  term  "disability"  Includes  blindness  (as 
defined  by  the  amendment)  regardless  of 
whether  or  not  the  individual  involved  can 
engage  (or  is  engaging)  in  substantial  gain- 
ful activity,  and  also  to  provide  that  an 
individual  whose  disability  is  blindness  (as 
so  defined)  is  insured  for  disability  insur- 
ance benefits  for  any  month  if  he  had  not 
less  than  6  quarters  of  coverage  before  the 
quarter  in  which  such  month  occurs;  such 
an  individual  would  continue  to  receive  his 
disability  insurance  benefits  after  attaining 
age  65.  (Existing  law  generally  requires  an 
individual  to  be  fully  insured  and  to  have 
20  quarters  of  coverage  in  the  40  quarters 
ending  with  the  quarter  in  which  the  dis- 


ability begins,  with  a  limited  relaxation  of 
the  latter  requirement  in  certain  cases  in- 
volving blindness.)  The  term  "blindness"  is 
redefined  to  mean  central  visual  acuity  of 
20/200  or  less  in  the  better  eye,  or  visual 
acuity  better  than  20/200  If  accompanied 
by  a  limitation  of  the  field  of  vision  such 
that  the  widest  diameter  of  the  visual  field 
subtends  an  angle  no  greater  than  20  degrees. 

The  conference  agreement  contains  the 
liberalized  definition  of  blindness,  but  omits 
the  other  provisions  of  the  Senate  amend- 
ment. 

CHILD'S  INSURANCE  BENEFITS  WHERE  DISABILITY 
BEGAN  BETWEEN   18  AND  2  2 

Amendment  No.  144:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(175)  ,  amending  section  202  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  permit  a  child  to  become 
entitled  to  child's  insurance  benefits  on  the 
basis  of  a  disability  which  began  at  any 
time  before  age  22  (rather  than  only  on 
the  basis  of  a  disability  which  began  before 
age  18,  as  required  under  present  law) . 

The  Senate  recedes. 

ATTORNEYS'  FEES 

Amendment  No.  145:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(176)  ,  amending  section  206(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to  certify 
payment  of  attorneys'  fees  for  services  ren- 
dered in  administrative  proceedings  from 
past-due  benefits  of  a  successful  claimant. 
The  amount  of  the  fee  so  certified  in  any 
case  would  be  the  smaller  of:  (A)  25  percent 
of  the  total  past-due  benefits,  (B)  the 
amount  of  the  attorney's  fee  fixed  by  the 
Secretary,  or  (C)  the  amount  agreed  upon 
between  the  claimant  and  the  attorney. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amend- 
ment. 

PROGRAMS  OF  SERVICES  FURNISHED  TO  FAMILIES 
WITH  DEPENDENT  CHILDREN 

Amendments  146,  147,  149,  153,  157,  and 
166:  Section  201  of  the  House  bill  amended 
title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  require 
that  services  tie  provided  under  State  AFDC 
plans  to  assure  to  the  maximum  extent  pos- 
sible that  children  and  other  family  members 
will  enter  the  labor  force  so  that  they  will 
become  self-sufficient  and  for  the  purpose  of 
reducing  the  number  of  births  out  of  wed- 
lock including  the  offer  of  family  planning 
services  in  all  appropriate  cases  and  other- 
wise strengthening  family  life.  The  House 
bill  also  strengthens  services  relating  to  the 
establishment  of  paternity,  securing  support 
and  other  specific  services.  (As  under  present 
law,  States  can  secure  Federal  participation 
in  other  services  if  they  choose  to  provide 
them.) 

The  Senate  amendments  generally  accept 
the  provisions  of  the  House  bill,  appropriately 
adjusted  to  reflect  the  transfer  of  most  of 
the  responsibility  for  employability  services 
to  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  They  also  broaden 
the  provision  in  existing  law  which  requires 
a  program  of  services  for  children  so  as  to 
include  other  family  members  under  the 
State  plan.  The  program  is  to  include  any 
needed  child-welfare  services,  and  any  other 
services  needed  for  preserving,  rehabilitating, 
reuniting,  or  strengthening  the  family  and 
services  that  will  assist  members  of  the 
family  toward  maximum  self-support  and 
personal  independence. 

The  House  recedes  with  amendments 
which  are  largely  of  a  technical  or  conform- 
ing nature. 

STATE  AND  LOCAL  SINGLE  ORGANIZATIONAL  UNIT 
PROVIDING  SERVICES  UNDER  FAMILY  PROGRAMS 

Amendments  Nos.  154,  155,  and  167:  Sec- 
tion 402(a)  (15)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
under  section  201(a)(1)  of  the  House  bill, 
required  that  where  the  programs  of  services 
furnished  to  families  with  dependent  chil- 
dren are  developed  and  the  services  pro- 
vided by  the  staff  of  the  State  or  local  agency 


administering  the  State  AFDC  plan,  the  pro- 
vision of  the  services  must  be  the  responsi- 
bility of  a  single  organizational  unit  in  such 
State  or  local  agency. 

Senate  amendments  Nos.  154  and  155  modi- 
fied the  provisions  of  the  House  bill  so  as  to 
eliminate  the  single-unit  requirement  in  the 
case  of  a  local  agency  while  retaining  the  re- 
quirement in  cases  where  it  is  the  State 
agency  that  develops  and  implements  the 
program  of  services.  Senate  amendment  No. 
167  modified  section  201(g)  of  the  House  bill 
to  provide  that  if  on  enactment  the  State 
agency  responsible  for  the  State  AFDC  plan 
is  different  from  the  State  agency  responsible 
for  the  State's  child-welfare  services  plan, 
the  requirement  for  a  single  organizational 
unit  would  not  apply  for  so  long  as  such 
agencies  are  different.  (See  also  Senate 
amendments  Nos.  250  through  253.) 

The  conference  agreement  retains  the 
House  provision  requiring  a  single  organiza- 
tional unit  in  a  local  agency  as  well  as  in  a 
State  agency;  it  retains  the  provisions  of 
Senate  amendment  No.  167  waiving  the  single 
organizational  unit  requirement  in  cases 
where  at  time  of  enactment  the  two  State 
agencies  involved  are  different,  and  in  addi- 
tion provides  a  similar  waiver  for  local  agen- 
cies in  cases  where  at  time  of  enactment  the 
two  local  agencies  involved  in  a  political  sub- 
division are  different. 

EARNINGS   EXEMPTIONS   FOR   PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE 
RECIPIENTS 

Amendments  Nos.  173,  174,  175,  and  176: 
Section  202(b)  of  the  House  bill  amended 
section  402(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to 
require  each  State  under  its  AFDC  plan  to 
exempt  all  of  the  earnings  of  recipients  who 
are  under  age  16,  or  who  are  age  16  to  21  if 
they  are  in  full-time  school  attendance,  and 
to  exempt  the  first  $30  of  the  total  of  the 
monthly  earnings  of  the  family  plus  one- 
third  of  the  remainder  of  the  earnings  of  the 
family  (including  children  age  16-21  not  in 
school,  the  caretaker  relative,  and  any  other 
individual  living  in  the  home  and  taken 
into  account  in  the  determination  of  need). 

Senate  amendments  Nos.  173  and  174  modi- 
fied the  House  bill  to  provide  that  all  of 
the  earnings  of  any  child  receiving  AFDC 
are  to  be  exempted  only  if  the  child  is  a  full- 
time  student  or  a  part-time  student  who 
is  not  a  full-time  employee.  Senate  amend- 
ments Nos.  175  and  176  increased  the  amount 
to  be  exempted  from  the  first  $30  of  total 
monthly  earnings  plus  one-third  of  the  re- 
mainder to  the  first  $50  of  total  monthly 
earnings  plus  one-half  of  the  remainder. 
The  amendments  would  become  effective 
July  1,  1969,  but  a  State  could  put  them 
into  effeot  at  any  time  after  December  31, 
1967. 

The  House  recedes  on  amendments  Nos. 
173  and  174,  and  the  Senate  recedes  on 
amendments  Nos.  175  and  176. 

With  respect  to  amendment  No.  174,  the 
House  recedes  with  the  understanding  that 
in  order  to  qualify  for  the  earnings  exemption 
a  part-time  student  must  have  a  school 
schedule  that  is  equal  to  at  least  one-half  of 
a  full-time  curriculum. 

EXEMPTION     OF     SUPPORT     CONTRIBUTIONS  AS 
EARNED  INCOME  OF  RECIPIENTS  OF  AFDC 

Amendment  No.  178:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  section  402(a)  (8)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  by  section 
202  of  the  House  bill,  a  provision  that  con- 
tributions by  an  absent  parent  under  a  court 
order  for  the  support  of  a  dependent  child 
receiving  AFDC  are  to  be  considered  as 
earned  income  for  purposes  of  determining 
need  and  the  amount  of  the  assistance  pay- 
ment, subject  to  the  earnings  exemptions 
provided  in  the  bill  (see  Senate  amendments 
Nos.  173  through  176). 

The  Senate  recedes. 

EXEMPTION  OF  EARNINGS  UNDER  OLD  AGE  AS- 
SISTANCE AND  AID  TO  THE  PERMANENTLY  AND 
TOTALLY  DISABLED 

Amendments  Nos.  181,  182,  183,  and  184: 
Senate  amendments  Nos.  181,  182,  and  183 
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added  to  section  202  of  the  House  bill  pro- 
visions amending  sections  2(a),  1402(a),  and 
1602(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  apply 
the  same  provisions  for  exemption  of  earned 
income  that  are  incorporated  in  title  IV — 
i.e.,  the  first  $50  plus  one-half  of  the  re- 
mainder (under  Senate  amendments  Nos. 
175  and  176) — to  persons  receiving  aid  or 
assistance  under  titles  I,  XIV,  and  XVI  of 
the  Act.  Senate  amendment  No.  184  modi- 
fled  section  202(d)  of  the  House  bill  to  ap- 
ply to  the  determination  of  need  under 
titles  I,  X,  XIV,  XVI,  and  XIX  of  the  Act 
the  requirement  (applicable  only  to  AFDC 
under  the  House  bill)  that  States  disregard 
any  earned  income  exemptions  which  may 
be  provided  by  other  laws. 

The  Senate  recedes  on  amendments  Nos. 
181,  182,  and  183.  The  conference  agreement 
contains  the  provision  added  by  amend- 
ment No.  184,  with  amendments  conforming 
to  the  Senate  recession  on  the  preceding 
amendments  and  making  the  provision  ef- 
fective July  1,  1968. 

■UNEMPLOYED  FATHERS  UNDER  AFDC 

Amendments  Nos.  186,  189,  190,  191,  193, 
and  195:  Section  407  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  as  amended  by  section  203(a)  of  the 
House  bill,  defined  an  unemployed  father 
(for  purposes  of  determining  the  eligibility 
of  his  children  for  AFDC)  so  as  to  exclude 
fathers  who  do  not  have  6  or  more  quarters 
of  work  in  any  13-calendar-quarter  period 
ending  within  one  year  prior  to  the  appli- 
cation for  aid,  and  fathers  who  receive  (or 
are  qualified  to  receive)  any  unemployment 
compensation  under  State  law. 

The  Senate  amendments  removed  these 
exclusions,  and  restored  the  provision  of  pres- 
ent law  under  which  a  State  may  at  its 
option  wholly  or  partly  deny  AFDC  for  any 
month  where  the  father  receives  unemploy- 
ment compensation  during  the  month.  (The 
Senate  amendments  also  removed  certain 
work  or  training  requirements  in  order  to 
conform  with  amendments  No.  198,  and 
modified  the  effective  date  provisions  of  the 
House  bill.) 

The  Senate  recedes  (except  on  the  con- 
forming amendments  and  effective  date  pro- 
visions) . 

MANDATORY  PROVISION  OF  AID  TO  CHILDREN  IN 
NEED  BECAUSE  OF  FATHER'S  UNEMPLOYMENT 

Amendment  No.  197:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  section  203  of  the  House  bill 
a  new  subsection  (c),  amending  section  402 
(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  require  an 
approved  State  plan  for  AFDC  to  provide, 
effective  July  1,  1969,  for  assistance  to  chil- 
dren in  need  because  of  the  unemployment 
of  their  father  as  provided  in  section  407  of 
the  Act.  (Section  407  itself,  under  both  the 
House  bill  and  Senate  amendments  Nos.  185 
through  196,  simply  gives  the  States  the  op- 
tion of  extending  their  AFDC  programs  to  in- 
clude these  children.) 

The  Senate  recedes. 

WORK  INCENTIVE  PROGRAMS  FOR  RECIPIENTS  OF 
AFDC 

Amendment  No.  198:  Section  204  of  the 
House  bill  provided  for  a  community  work 
and  training  program  for  all  appropriate 
adults  and  older  children  receiving  AFDC,  to 
be  administered  by  the  welfare  agencies.  Par- 
ticipation by  an  individual  in  the  program 
would  be  a  condition  of  that  individual's  eli- 
gibility for  aid;  and  if  a  relative  refused  with- 
out good  cause  to  participate,  aid  for  the 
children  would  be  denied  or  if  provided  would 
be  limited  to  protective  or  vendor  payments 
or  payments  for  foster  care. 

The  Senate  amendment  substituted  for 
the  House  bill's  community  work  and  train- 
ing program  a  new  work  incentive  program 
to  be  administered  by  the  Department  of 
Labor  for  AFDC  recipients  referred  by  wel- 


fare agencies.  Those  referred  would  be  as- 
signed to  regular  employment,  institutional 
or  work-experience  training,  or  subsidized 
special  work  projects,  depending  upon  then- 
experience  and  qualifications;  certain 
classes  of  persons  for  whom  any  referral 
would  be  inappropriate  are  specifically 
enumerated.  Persons  assigned  to  regular  em- 
ployment would  qualify  for  the  earnings  ex- 
emption provided  by  section  202  of  the  bill; 
and  an  incentive  training  allowance  of  up  to 
$20  a  week  would  be  provided  for  those  as- 
signed to  training  programs.  If  an  individual 
refused  without  good  cause  (as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Labor)  to  accept  work 
or  training,  AFDC  payments  on  behalf  of 
the  dependent  children  to  such  individual 
would  not  terminate,  and  such  individual's 
needs  could  continue  to  be  taken  into  ac- 
count for  60  days  if  he  received  counseling 
during  that  period  (but  his  grant  would 
have  to  be  paid  in  the  form  of  protective  or 
vendor  payments) .  Mothers  or  other  rela- 
tives could  not  be  required  to  participate 
in  a  work  program  necessitating  their  ab- 
sence from  home  during  times  when  the 
children  are  not  attending  school.  Recipients 
under  the  District  of  Columbia's  special  pro- 
gram of  temporary  assistance  for  unem- 
ployed parents  would  be  treated  the  same 
as  recipients  of  AFDC  under  a  regular  un- 
employed parents  program. 

The  conference  agreement  contains  the 
provisions  of  the  Senate  amendment,  with 
amendments  (1)  changing  the  incentive 
training  allowance  from  $20  a  week  to  $30 
a  month,  (2)  decreasing  the  Federal  share 
from  90  to  80  percent  of  the  costs  of  carry- 
ing out  the  program,  (3)  eliminating  mothers 
and  other  relatives  who  care  for  pre-school 
children  or  children  under  16  attending 
school  from  the  specified  classes  of  persons 
for  whom  referral  under  the  program  is 
declared  to  be  inappropriate,  (4)  removing 
the  provision  which  would  have  allowed  the 
States,  under  criteria  established  by  the  Sec- 
retary, to  set  up  other  exclusions  (the  con- 
ferees believe  that  the  language  which  al- 
lows the  States  to  define  the  term  "appropri- 
ate" gives  sufficient  flexibility  to  the  States 
to  determine  who  should  be  referred  to 
the  work  incentive  program),  and  (5) 
providing  that  if  a  relative  refuses  with- 
out good  cause  to  accept  work  or  training, 
AFDC  payments  on  behalf  of  the  dependent 
children  must  be  made  in  the  form  of  pro- 
tective or  vendor  payments  or  payments  for 
foster  care. 

It  is  the  understanding  and  clear  intent 
of  the  conferees  that  the  Department  of 
Labor  functions  in  this  program  will  be  car- 
ried out  through  the  system  of  State  em- 
ployment service  offices. 

The  conferees  noted  that  the  agreed-upon 
bill  contains  provisions  requiring  the  Secre- 
tary of  Labor  to  make  an  annual  report  (the 
first  one  due  July  1,  1970)  on  the  program, 
and  that  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  is  to  make  similar  reports  (also 
beginning  on  July  1,  1970)  on  programs  of 
the  States  furnishing  services  designed  to 
make  it  possible  for  AFDC  recipients  to  take 
work  or  training.  The  conferees  intend  to 
watch  very  closely  the  administration  of  this 
program  and  the  emerging  experience  gained 
under  it. 

At  the  request  of  the  conferees,  the  De- 
partment of  Labor  furnished  its  estimates, 
based  upon  the  provisions  of  the  bill  agreed 
to  by  the  conference  committee,  concerning 
expenditures  for  work  and  training  activities 
under  the  program,  the  numbers  of  persons 
who  could  be  trained  and  located  in  employ- 
ment, and  reductions  in  Federal  expenditures 
under  the  AFDC  program  which  will  result 
from  these  activities.  These  estimates  are 
shown  in  the  following  table  furnished  by 
the  Department  of  Labor. 


WORK-TRAINING  IMPACT 


Federal 

Full-time  job 

Fiscal 

Work-train- 

AFDC reduc- 

Trainees 

placements 

year 

ing  expenses 

tion  due  to 

(thousands)1  after  training 

(millions) 

training 

(thousands) 

(millions) 

1968... 

$30 

27 

1969... 

2 129 

-$11 

110 

13 

1970... 

165 

-63 

150 

55 

1971... 

209 

-145 

190 

75 

1972... 

308 

-257 

280 

95 

Total. 

841 

-476 

757 

238 

1  Does  not  include  recipients  on  priority  III  work  projects. 

2  Includes  $8,000,000  1-year  cost  for  priority  III  work  projects 
(for  public  agencies). 


FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION  IN  PAYMENTS  FOR 
FOSTER  CARE  OF  CERTAIN  DEPENDENT  CHILDREN 

Amendments  Nos.  200  and  201 :  Section  205 
of  the  House  bill  amended  title  IV  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  to  authorize  Federal  partic- 
ipation in  payments  for  foster  care  of  cer- 
tain dependent  children  under  the  AFDC 
program  to  the  extent  that  such  payments  do 
not  exceed  an  average  of  $100  per  month, 
effective  with  respect  to  foster  care  provided 
after  September  1967. 

Senate  amendment  No.  200  reduced  this 
figure  to  $50,  and  Senate  amendment  No.  201 
made  the  provision  effective  with  respect  to 
foster  care  provided  after  December  1967. 

The  Senate  recedes  on  amendment  No.  200, 
and  the  House  recedes  on  amendment  No. 
201. 

EMERGENCY  ASSISTANCE  FOR  CERTAIN  NEEDY 
FAMILIES  WITH  CHILDREN 

Amendments  Nos.  207,  208,  and  212:  Sec- 
tion 206  of  the  House  bill  amended  title  IV 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  that  the 
Federal  Government  will  participate  in  State 
expenditures  under  a  program  for  emer- 
gency assistance  to  certain  needy  families 
with  children  which  is  furnished  for  not 
more  than  30  days  in  any  12-month  period. 

Senate  amendment  No.  207  extended  to  60 
days  in  any  12-month  period  the  period  for 
which  Federal  sharing  as  provided  in  the 
House  bill  may  be  available.  Senate  amend- 
ment No.  208  excluded  from  such  Federal 
sharing  expenditures  for  children  whose 
destitution  or  need  for  living  arrangements 
arose  because  the  child  or  the  caretaker  rela- 
tive refused  without  good  cause  to  accept 
employment  or  training  for  employment. 
Senate  amendment  No.  212  added  a  provision 
making  it  clear  that  the  emergency  assist- 
ance so  authorized  may  be  provided  to  mi- 
grant workers  with  families  in  the  State  or 
in  a  part  or  parts  of  the  State  designated  by 
the  State. 

The  Senate  recedes  on  amendment  No.  207, 
and  the  House  recedes  on  amendments  Nos. 
208  and  212. 

PROTECTIVE   AND   VENDOR   PAYMENTS  WITH 
RESPECT  TO  DEPENDENT  CHILDREN 

Amendment  No.  213:  Section  207  of  the 
House  bill,  which  authorized  Federal  sharing 
under  the  AFDC  program  in  vendor  payments 
made  directly  to  a  person  furnishing  goods 
and  services  as  well  as  in  protective  payments 
made  to  another  individual  who  is  interested 
in  or  concerned  with  the  welfare  of  the  child 
or  caretaker  relative,  struck  out  the  provision 
of  present  law  limiting  the  number  of  indi- 
viduals receiving  protective  payments  who 
may  be  included  as  AFDC  recipients  for  any 
month  to  5  percent  of  the  number  of  other 
AFDC  recipients  for  the  month. 

The  Senate  amendment  retained  the  limit 
(which  would  now  apply  to  vendor  payments 
as  well  as  protective  payments)  but  increased 
it  from  5  to  10  percent.  The  Senate  amend- 
ment also  eliminated  the  House  provision 
for  the  inclusion  of  protective  and  vendor 
payments  as  AFDC  without  regard  to  certain 
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specified  conditions  in  cases  where  the  child 
or  caretaker  relative  refuses  without  good 
cause  to  accept  employment  or  training. 

The  conference  agreement  contains  the 
Senate  provision  retaining  the  limit  and  in- 
creasing it  from  5  to- 10  percent,  but  excludes 
from  the  computation  of  the  10  percent  any 
individuals  with  respect  to  whom  protective 
or  vendor  payments  are  required  because 
of  refusal  without  good  cause  to  accept  work 
or  training. 

LIMITATION  ON  NUMBER  OP  CHILDREN  WITH 
RESPECT  TO  WHOM  FEDERAL  PAYMENTS  MAY  BE 
MADE 

Amendment  No.  214:  Section  208  of  the 
House  bill  amended  section  403  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  provide  that  the  number  of 
children  receiving  AFDC  with  Federal  finan- 
cial participation  in  any  State  for  any  quar- 
ter after  1967  because  of  the  absence  of  a 
parent  from  the  home  may  not  represent  a 
proportion  of  the  total  under-21  population 
of  the  State  at  the  beginning  of  the  year 
involved  which  is  larger  than  the  correspond- 
ing proportion  for  the  first  quarter  of  1967. 

The  Senate  amendment  removed  this  limi- 
tation from  the  bill. 

The  conference  agreement  includes  the 
House  provision,  but  bases  the  limitation  on 
the  number  of  children  under  18  receiving 
aid  as  compared  to  the  total  under-18  popu- 
lation of  the  State  instead  of  taking  into  ac- 
count children  up  to  21,  uses  the  first  quarter 
of  1968  instead  of  the  first  quarter  of  1967 
as  the  base  quarter  for  purposes  of  the  com- 
parison, and  makes  the  limitation  effective 
after  June  30,  1968,  instead  of  after  De- 
cember 31,  1967. 

FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION  IN  PAYMENTS  FOR  RE- 
PAIRS TO  HOMES  OWNED  BY  RECIPIENTS  OF  AID 
OR  ASSISTANCE 

Amendments  Nos.  217,  219,  and  220:  Sec- 
tion 209  of  the  House  bill  added  to  title  XI 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  a  new  section  1119, 
authorizing  50-percent  Federal  financial  par- 
ticipation under  specified  conditions  in  ex- 
penditures not  in  excess  of  $500  for  repairs  to 
a  home  owned  by  an  aged,  blind,  or  perma- 
nently and  totally  disabled  recipient  of  aid  or 
assistance  under  title  I.  X,  XIV,  or  XVI  of 
the  Act. 

The  Senate  amendment  extended  this  pro- 
vision to  include  the  same  Federal  financial 
participation  in  home  repair  expenditures  for 
recipients  of  AFDC  under  title  IV  of  the 
Act. 

The  House  recedes. 

USE  OF  SUBPROFESSIONAL  STAFF  AND  VOLUN- 
TEERS IN  PROVIDING  SERVICES  TO  INDIVIDUALS 
APPLYING  FOR  AND  RECEIVING  ASSISTANCE 

Amendment  No.  221:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(209)  ,  amending  sections  2,  402,  1002,  1402, 
1602,  and  1902  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to 
require  each  State  plan  for  public  assistance 
under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  XVI,  and  XIX,  and 
part  A  of  title  IV,  to  provide  for  the  training 
and  use  of  paid  subprofessional  staff  as  com- 
munity aides  in  the  administration  of  the 
plans,  and  for  the  use  of  nonpaid  or  partial- 
ly-paid volunteers  in  a  social  service  volun- 
teer program  in  providing  services  to  re- 
cipients and  assisting  advisory  committees. 
(For  a  similar  requirement  under  other  pro- 
grams, see  Senate  amendments  Nos.  249  and 
271.) 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amend- 
ment. 

SIMPLICITY  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment  No.  222:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(210)  ,  amending  sections  2,  402,  1002,  1402, 
and  1602  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  require 
that  a  State's  methods  of  administering  its 
State  plans  approved  under  titles  I,  X,  XIV, 
and  XVI,  and  part  A  of  title  IV,  be  such  as  to 
assure  that  eligibility  for  and  the  extent  of 
aid  or  assistance  under  the  plans  will  be  de- 
termined in  a  manner  consistent  with  sim- 


plicity of  administration  and  the  best  inter- 
ests of  the  recipients. 
The  Senate  recedes. 

LOCATION  OF  CERTAIN  PARENTS  WHO  DESERT  OR 
ABANDON  DEPENDENT  CHILDREN;  ESTABLISH- 
MENT AND  COLLECTION  OF  LIABILITY  TO  THE 
UNITED  STATES 

Amendment  No.  223:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(211)  ,  amending  title  IV  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  and  chapter  64  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  require  that  State 
plans  for  AFDC  provide  for  the  use  of  certain 
procedures  for  obtaining  information 
through  the  files  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Service  and  for  the  use  of 
such  information  in  the  location  of  a  parent 
against  whom  a  court  order  has  been  issued 
or  a  petition  filed  for  an  order  for  the  support 
of  his  children  receiving  aid;  to  require  inter- 
State  cooperation  in  securing  compliance 
with  a  court  order  issued  against  a  deserting 
parent;  and  to  establish  a  procedure  under 
which  a  deserting  parent  could  become  liable 
to  the  United  States  for  the  Federal  share 
of  the  AFDC  payments  made  for  his  children, 
or,  if  lower  (for  any  unpaid  portion  of  such 
a  support  order)  which  would  be  subject  to 
collection  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

The  conference  agreement  contains  the 
provisions  of  the  Senate  amendment  on  ob- 
taining information  for  use  in  locating  par- 
ents and  on  securing  compliance  with  court 
support  orders,  but  omits  the  provisions  re- 
lating to  the  establishment  and  collection  of 
liability  to  the  United  States. 

PROVISION  OF  SERVICES  BY  OTHERS  THAN  A 
STATE 

Amendment  No.  224:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(212)  ,  amending  sections  3(a),  1003(a), 
1403(a),  and  1603(a)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  to  permit  the  Secretary  to  make  excep- 
tions from  the  usual  requirement  that  serv- 
ices (under  a  State  plan  approved  under 
title  I,  X,  XIV.  or  XVI  of  the  Act)  be  ob- 
tained only  from  the  State  or  local  agency 
administering  the  plan  or  from  certain  other 
designated  State  agencies,  in  order  to  au- 
thorize the  purchase  of  such  services  from 
other  agencies  and  persons.  (Section  201(d) 
of  the  House  bill,  which  was  not  changed  in 
substance  by  the  Senate  amendments, 
amended  section  403(a)  of  the  Act  to  pro- 
vide that,  except  to  the  extent  specified  by 
the  Secretary,  child-welfare  services,  family 
planning  services,  and  family  services  under 
a  State  plan  for  AFDC  approved  under  title 
IV  of  the  Act  may  be  obtained  from  sources 
other  than  the  designated  State  and  local 
agencies.) 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amend- 
ment. 

INCREASING  INCOME  OF  RECIPIENTS  OF 
ASSISTANCE 

Amendment  No.  225:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(213)  ,  amending  sections  2,  1002,  1402,  and 
1602  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (effective 
July  1,  1968)  to  require  each  State  to  adjust 
its  standards  for  determining  need,  the  ex- 
tent of  its  aid  or  assistance,  and  the  maxi- 
mum amount  of  the  aid  or  assistance  pay- 
able under  its  plans  approved  under  titles 
I,  X,  XIV,  and  XVI  so  that  the  total  aid  or 
assistance  and  other  income  per  recipient 
will  be  no  less  than  $7.50  per  month  above 
the  total  aid  or  assistance  and  other  income 
per  recipient  under  the  standards  and  maxi- 
mums applicable  on  December  31,  1966  (or 
on  June  30,  1966,  in  the  case  of  States  with 
statutory  cost-of-living  adjustments) .  The 
new  section  also  amended  section  402(a)  of 
the  Act  to  require  that  by  July  1,  1969,  and 
annually  thereafter,  each  State  (under  its 
plan  for  AFDC  approved  under  title  IV) 
must  adjust  its  standards  so  as  to  reflect 
current  living  costs  and  make  proportionate 


adjustments  in  any  maximums  on  the 
amount  of  aid. 

Under  the  conference  substitute,  each  State 
(under  its  plans  approved  under  titles  I,  X, 
XIV,  and  XVI)  would  be  authorized  to  dis- 
regard up  to  $7.50  per  month  (instead  of  $5 
as  under  present  law)  of  any  income  of  a 
recipient,  in  addition  to  any  amounts  which 
the  State  agency  is  otherwise  authorized  to 
disregard.  Under  the  agreement,  the  new  sec- 
tion 402(a)  provision  (for  adjustments  to  re- 
flect living  costs)  would  require  State  to 
make  only  one  adjustment  before  July  1,  1969, 
after  which  date  the  provision  would  not 
apply. 

LIMITATION    ON    FEDERAL    PARTICIPATION  IN 
MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE 

Amendment  No.  226:  Section  220  of  the 
House  bill  amended  section  1903  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  to  limit  Federal  financial 
participation  in  medical  assistance  in  any 
State  to  expenditures  for  families  whose  in- 
come does  not  exceed  a  level  equal  to  133 1/3 
percent  of  the  AFDC  title  IV  payment  level, 
or  in  the  alternative  (if  lower)  133y3  per- 
cent of  the  State's  per  capita  income  applied 
to  a  family  of  four.  (For  the  period  July- 
December  1968,  the  percentages  are  150,  and 
for  the  calendar  year  1969,  140  in  the  case 
of  States  whose  plan  was  approved  before 
July  26,  1967.) 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  section 

220  of  the  House  bill  to  set  the  limiting  in- 
come level  at  150  percent  of  the  old-age  as- 
sistance (title  I  or  XVI)  standard,  and  re- 
duced the  Federal  matching  share  in  expen- 
ditures for  the  medically  indigent  to  the 
square  of  the  fraction  equivalent  to  the  Fed- 
eral medical  assistance  percentage.  (The  in- 
come limit  would  be  effective  July  1,  1968, 
and  the  reduced  Federal  share  on  July  1, 
1969,  except  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands.) 

The  Senate  recedes  with  amendments  (1) 
exempting  needy  persons  receiving  or  eligible 
for  cash  aid  or  assistance  from  the  limitation, 
and  (2)  eliminating  the  alternative  limita- 
tion based  on  the  State's  per  capita  income. 

MAINTENANCE  OF  STATE  EFFORT 

Amendments  Nos.  227,  228,  229,  and  230: 
Section  221  of  the  House  bill  amended  sec- 
tion 1117  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  give 
States  additional  alternatives  for  measuring 
State  effort  under  the  provisions  designed  to 
assure  that  States  maintain  their  fiscal 
effort  after  new  Federal  funds  become  avail- 
able during  a  period  expiring  July  1,  1969. 

The  Senate  amendments  modified  section 

221  of  the  House  bill  by  advancing  the  ex- 
piration date  of  the  section  1117  period  to 
June  30,  1968.  They  also  amended  section 
1117  so  that  its  provisions  are  applicable  to 
quarters  beginning  after  June  30,  1966, 
rather  than  after  December  31,  1965. 

The  House  recedes. 

EXTENSION  OF  TIME  TO  MODIFY  SECTION  1843 
AGREEMENTS  TO  COVER  SOCIAL  SECURITY  AND 
RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  BENEFICIARIES 

Amendment  No.  231 :  The  Senate  amend- 
ment modified  section  222  of  the  House  bill 
(relating  to  coordination  of  title  XIX  and 
the  supplementary  medical  insurance  pro- 
gram) to  extend  from  January  1,  1968,  to 
January  1,  1970,  the  period  within  which  a 
State  may  request  a  modification  of  its 
agreement  under  section  1843  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  so  as  to  cover  under  such  agree- 
ment individuals  (otherwise  eligible)  who 
are  entitled  to  social  security  or  railroad  re- 
tirement benefits. 

The  House  recedes. 

REQUIRED   SERVICES   UNDER   STATE   MEDICAL  AS- 
SISTANCE PLAN 

Amendment  No.  233:  Section  224  of  the 
House  bill  amended  section  1902(a)  (13)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  permit  a  State,  as 
an  alternative  to  providing  the  basic  5  items 
of  services  required  under  present  law,  to 
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provide  any  7  of  the  first  14  services  listed 
in  the  law  (section  1905(a)  of  the  Act). 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  section 
224  of  the  House  bill  to  require  the  States  to 
continue  to  provide  the  basic  5  services  for 
all  money  payment  recipients;  for  the  medi- 
cally indigent,  States  would  be  allowed  to 
select  either  the  basic  5  or  any  7  out  of  the 
first  14  services  listed,  except  that  if  nursing 
home  or  hospital  care  services  are  selected  a 
State  must  also  provide  physician's  services 
in  these  institutions.  After  July  1,  1970,  home 
health  services  would  have  to  be  provided  to 
assistance  recipients  eligible  for  skilled  nurs- 
ing home  care.  The  Senate  amendment  also 
required  a  State  medical  assistance  plan  to 
provide  for  the  payment  of  the  reasonable 
cost  (under  section  1861  (v)  (i) )  of  inpatient 
hospital  services,  and,  effective  July  1,  1970, 
of  extended  care  (skilled  nursing  home  and 
intermediate  care  facility)  services  and  home 
health  care  services  provided  under  the  plan. 
(Present  law  requires  the  payment  of  rea- 
sonable cost  only  in  the  case  of  inpatient 
hosiptal  services.) 

The  conference  agreement  contains  the 
Senate  provisions  except  those  requiring  pay- 
ment of  reasonable  costs  for  extended  care 
and  home  health  services.  It  is  the  judgment 
of  the  managers  for  the  House  that  adequate 
information  concerning  actual  costs  in  this 
area  is  not  yet  available  and  that  the  method 
of  making  payment  for  such  costs  should  not 
be  changed  until  such  information  has  been 
obtained. 

FREE  CHOICE  BY  INDIVIDUALS  ELIGIBLE  FOR 
MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE 

Amendments  Nos.  234  and  235:  Section 
227  of  the  House  bill  amended  section  1902 
(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  assure  that 
any  individual  eligible  for  medical  assistance 
will  be  free  to  obtain  such  assistance  from 
the  qualified  institution,  agency,  or  person 
of  his  choice. 

The  Senate  amendments  modified  the 
House  provision  to  include  community  phar- 
macies and  drugs  among  the  providers  and 
services  with  respect  to  which  free  choice  is 
assured.  (See  also  Senate  amendment  No. 
295.) 

The  House  recedes. 

DIRECT   PAYMENTS   TO   CERTAIN   RECIPIENTS  OF 
MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE 

Amendment  No.  236:  Section  230  of  the 
House  bill  amended  section  1905(a)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  permit  States  to  make 
direct  payments  to  recipients  of  medical  as- 
sistance to  meet  the  cost  of  physicians'  serv- 
ices to  individuals  not  receiving  cash  assist- 
ance. 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  section 
230  of  the  House  bill  to  permit  States  to  in- 
clude dentists'  as  well  as  physicians'  services 
and  to  include  cash  assistance  recipients  as 
well  as  medically  needy  persons,  under  safe- 
guards prescribed  by  the  Secretary  to  assure 
quality  and  reasonableness  of  charge. 

The  conference  substitute  contains  the 
Senate  provision  including  dentists  as  well 
as  physicians  under  the  direct  payment  pro- 
cedure, but  omits  the  Senate  provision  ex- 
tending the  procedure  to  cash  assistance  re- 
cipients and  providing  for  prescribed  safe- 
guards. 

OBSERVANCE  OF  RELIGIOUS  BELIEFS 

Amendment  No.  237:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 
(232),  providing  (in  a  new  section  1907  of 
the  Social  Security  Act)  that  no  individual 
will  be  compelled  by  reason  of  anything  in 
title  XIX  to  undergo  medical  screening,  ex- 
amination, diagnosis,  treatment,  or  other  care 
which  is  contrary  to  his  religious  beliefs 
(other  than  for  the  purpose  of  discovering  or 
preventing  the  spread  of  infection  or  conta- 
gious disease  or  for  the  purpose  of  protecting 
environmental  health) . 

The  House  recedes. 


COVERAGE  UNDER  TITLE  XIX  OF  CERTAIN  SPOUSES 
OF  INDIVIDUALS  RECEIVING  CASH  WELFARE  AID 
OR  ASSISTANCE 

Amendment  No.  238:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(233)  ,  amending  section  1905(a)  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  to  permit  a  State  to  make 
medical  assistance  available  under  title  XIX 
to  the  spouse  of  a  recipient  of  cash  assistance 
under  title  I,  X,  XTV,  or  XVI  if  the  State  de- 
termines that  the  spouse  is  essential  to  the 
well-being  of  the  cash  recipient. 

The  House  recedes. 

INSPECTION  OF  RECORDS  AND  PREMISES  OF  PRO- 
VIDERS OF  CARE  AND  SERVICES  UNDER  PUBLIC 
ASSISTANCE   AND   MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE 

Amendment  No.  239:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(234)  ,  amending  sections  2(a),  402(a),  1002 
(a),  1402(a),  1602(a),  and  1902(a)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  require  State  plans 
(approved  under  titles  I,  IV,  X,  XIV,  XVI, 
and  XIX)  to  provide  for  agreements  with 
providers  of  medical  care  and  services  giving 
the  General  Accounting  Office  and  the  De- 
partment of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
such  access  to  the  records  and  premises  of 
the  providers  as  may  be  necessary  to  assure 
that  proper  payments  are  being  made  under 
the  plan  and  otherwise  to  carry  out  the  pur- 
poses of  the  program  involved. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

STANDARDS  FOR  SKILLED  NURSING  HOMES  FUR- 
NISHING SERVICES  UNDER  STATE  PLANS  AP- 
PROVED UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

Amendment  No.  240: -The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 
(234a),  amending  section  1902(a)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  require  State  plans  for 
medical  assistance  under  title  XIX  to  pro- 
vide for  a  regular  program  of  professional 
medical  review  and  periodic  inspection  with 
respect  to  care  furnished  title  XIX  patients 
in  skilled  nursing  homes  and  mental  hospi- 
tals, and  to  provide  that  skilled  nursing 
homes  receiving  payments  under  title  XIX 
meet  certain  conditions  including  require- 
ments pertaining  to  health  care,  environ- 
ment, sanitation,  and  fire  and  safety.  All  per- 
sons and  institutions  providing  services  under 
the  title  XIX  plan  must  agree  to  keep  ap- 
propriate records  and  furnish  the  State 
agency  with  information.  Assistance  pay- 
ments with  Federal  participation  could  not 
be  made  after  June  30,  1968,  to  homes  not 
meeting  States'  requirements  for  licensure. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amend- 
ment. 

COST  SHARING  AND  SIMILAR  CHARGES  WITH  RE- 
SPECT TO  INPATIENT  HOSPITAL  SERVICES  FUR- 
NISHED UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

Amendment  No.  241:  Under  existing  law 
States  may  not  impose  any  deductibles  or 
cost-sharing  with  respect  to  inpatient  hospi- 
tal services  provided  under  the  medical  as- 
sistance program.  The  Senate  amendment 
added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 
(234(b)),  amending  section  1902(a)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  permit  a  State  to  im- 
pose deductibles  or  cost-sharing  with  respect 
to  inpatient  hospital  services  received  by  the 
medically  needy  (but,  as  under  present  law, 
not  with  respect  to  services  received  by 
money  payment  recipients).  It  also  removed 
the  requirement  that  the  full  cost  of  de- 
ductibles under  the  hospital  insurance  pro- 
gram (title  XVIII(A) )  be  met  under  the  title 
XIX  medical  assistance  program. 

The  House  recedes  with  technical  amend- 
ments. 

STATE  PLAN  REQUIREMENTS  REGARDING  LICENS- 
ING OF  ADMINISTRATORS  OF  SKILLED  NURS- 
ING HOMES  FURNISHING  SERVICES  UNDER 
STATE  PLANS  APPROVED  UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

Amendment  No.  242:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 
(234c),  amending  title  XIX  of  the  Social 


Security  Act  to  require  State  plans  for  medi- 
cal assistance  to  include  a  State  program 
which  meets  specified  conditions  for  the  li- 
censing of  administrators  of  nursing  homes. 
Administrators  who  did  not  qualify  initially 
would  have  until  July  1,  1972,  to  qiialify, 
and  the  States  would  be  required  to  offer 
programs  of  training  to  assist  administrators 
to  qualify. 

The  House  recedes  with  technical  amend- 
ments. 

UTILIZATION   AND   COST   OF   CARE   AND  SERVICES 
FURNISHED   UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

Amendment  No.  243:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 
(234d),  amending  section  1902(a)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  require  an  approved 
State  plan  for  medical  assistance  under  title 
XIX  to  provide  such  methods  and  proce- 
dures relating  to  the  utilization  of  and  pay- 
ment for  care  and  services  under  the  plan 
as  may  be  necessary  to  safeguard  against  un- 
necessary utilization  of  such  care  and  serv- 
ices. 

The  conference  agreement  contains  the 
Senate  provision,  and  adds  a  requirement 
that  methods  and  procedures  must  also  be 
provided  to  assure  that  payments  (includ- 
ing payments  for  any  drugs  provided  under 
the  plan)  are  not  in  excess  of  reasonable 
charges  consistent  with  efficiency,  economy, 
and  quality  of  care.  It  is  the  understanding 
of  the  conferees  for  the  House  that  this  pro- 
vision does  not  authorize  price  fixing  of  drugs 
by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare. 

DIFFERENCES   IN   STANDARDS   WITH   RESPECT  TO 
INCOME  ELIGIBILITY  UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

Amendment  No.  244:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 
(234e),  amending  section  1902(a)  (17)  of  the 
Act  to  require  a  State's  plan  for  medical  as- 
sistance under  title  XIX  to  provide  for  flexi- 
bility in  the  application  of  its  standards  for 
determining  eligility  for  and  the  extent  of 
medical  assistance  in  the  case  of  medically 
needy  individuals,  by  establishing  differences 
in  income  levels  which  recognize  variations 
in  shelter  costs  between  urban  and  rural 
areas. 

The  House  recedes  with  an  amendment  to 
allow,  rather  than  require,  States  to  estab- 
lish such  differences. 

CHILD- WELFARE  SERVICES  APPROPRIATION 

Amendments  Nos.  245  and  246:  Section  420 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  added  by  sec- 
tion 235(c)  of  the  House  bill,  authorized  the 
appropriation  for  child-welfare  services  of 
$100,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1969,  and  $110,000,000  for  each  fiscal  year 
thereafter. 

The  Senate  amendment  increased  these 
authorizations  to  $125,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  $160,000,000 
for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

DAY   CARE   STANDARDS   APPLICABLE   TO  AFDC 
CHILDREN 

Amendment  No.  247:  Section  422(a)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  added  by  section  235 
(c)  of  the  House  bill,  included  certain  re- 
quirements with  respect  to  day  care  services 
provided  under  the  State's  plan  for  child- 
welfare  services. 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  the  House 
bill  to  make  these  requirements  applicable 
to  all  day  care  services  provided  under  title 
IV  of  the  Act — i.e.,  to  services  provided  under 
the  AFDC  program  as  well  as  those  provided 
under  the  child-welfare  services  program. 

The  House  recedes. 

PARENT  INVOLVEMENT  IN  DAY  CARE 

Amendment  No.  248:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment modified  section  422(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  added  by  section  235(c)  of 
the  House  bill,  to  include  a  requirement  that 
a  plan  for  day  care  services  under  title  IV 
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of  the  Social  Security  Act  provide  for  the 
development  and  Implementation  of  arrange- 
ments for  the  more  effective  involvement  of 
the  parent  or  parents  in  the  appropriate 
care  of  the  child  and  the  improvement  of 
the  health  and  development  of  the  child. 
The  House  recedes. 

USE  OF  SUBPROFESSIONAL  STAFF  AND 
VOLUNTEERS 

Amendment  No.  249:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment modified  section  422(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  added  by  section  235(c)  of 
the  House  bill,  to  require  that  no  later  than 
July  1,  1969,  a  State  plan  for  child-welfare 
services  must  provide  for  the  training  and 
effective  use  of  paid  subprofessional  staff 
(with  particular  emphasis  on  full  or  part 
time  employment  of  persons  of  low  income) 
as  community  service  aides,  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  plan,  and  for  the  use  of  non- 
paid  or  partially  paid  volunteers  in  providing 
services  and  in  assisting  advisory  commit- 
tees. (For  a  similar  requirement  under  other 
programs,  see  Senate  amendments  Nos.  221 
and  271.) 

The  House  recedes. 

MODIFICATION  OF  SINGLE  STATE  OR  LOCAL 
AGENCY  REQUIREMENTS  UNDER  CHILD- WELFARE 
SERVICES  PROGRAM 

Amendments  Nos.  250,  251,  and  253:  Section 
235(d)  of  the  House  bill  amended  section 
422(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  added 
by  section  235(c)  of  the  bill)  to  require 
States  to  furnish  child-welfare  services  to 
children  receiving  AFDC  through  a  single 
organizational  unit  in  the  State  and  local 
agency;  and  section  235(e)  of  the  House  bill 
made  this  amendment  effective  July  1,  1968. 

Senate  amendments  Nos.  250  and  251  modi- 
fied section  235(d)  of  the  House  bill  to  main- 
tain the  single-unit  requirement  with  respect 
to  the  State  agency  but  eliminate  it  with 
respect  to  the  local  agency.  Senate  amend- 
ment No.  253  modified  section  235(e)  of  the 
House  bill  to  provide  that  where  different 
State  agencies  are  administering  the  plan  for 
child-welfare  services  and  the  plan  for  AFDC 
as  of  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  bill,  the 
requirement  for  administration  by  the  same 
State  agency  will  not  be  applicable.  (See  also 
discussion  of  Senate  amendment  No.  154 
supra.) 

The  conference  agreement  retains  the 
House  provision  requiring  a  single  organiza- 
tional unit  in  a  local  agency  as  well  as  in  a 
State  agency;  it  retains  the  provisions  of 
Senate  amendment  No.  253  waiving  the  single 
organizational  unit  requirement  in  cases 
where  at  the  time  of  enactment  the  two  State 
agencies  involved  are  different,  and  in  addi- 
tion provides  a  similar  waiver  for  local  agen- 
cies in  cases  where  at  the  time  of  enactment 
the  two  local  agencies  involved  in  a  political 
subdivision  are  different. 

SEPARATE  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  SOCIAL  SECURITY 
RESEARCH  PROGRAM 

Amendment  No.  254:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment modified  section  246  of  the  House  bill 
to  provide  specifically  under  section  1110  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  for  grants  for  projects 
such  as  those  relating  to  the  causes  of  eco- 
nomic insecurity,  risks  to  family  income,  costs 
of  health  care,  and  improvements  in  the  so- 
cial security  program,  so  that  there  might  be 
separate  authorizations  for  cooperative  re- 
search and  demonstration  grant  programs  for 
the  Social  Security  Administration  and  the 
Social  and  Rehabilitation  Service. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

PERMANENT  AUTHORITY  TO  SUPPORT 
DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS 

Amendment  No.  255:  Section  247  of  the 
House  bill  (in  addition  to  making  the  section 
1115  program  permanent)  amended  section 
1115  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  increase 
from  $2  million  to  $4  million  the  annual 
amount  authorized  for  payments  to  States 
to  encourage  them  to  develop  demonstra- 
tions in  improved  methods  of  providing  serv- 


ices to  recipients  of  aid  or  assistance  under 
titles  I,  X,  XIV,  XVI,  and  XIX  and  part  A  of 
title  IV  or  In  improved  methods  of  admin- 
istration. 

The  Senate  amendment  further  increased 
the  annual  authorization  for  this  purpose  to 
$10  million. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

STUDY  TO  DETERMINE  WAYS  OF  ASSISTING  RECIP- 
IENTS OF  AID  OR  ASSISTANCE  IN  SECURING 
PROTECTION  OF  CERTAIN  LAWS 

Amendment  No.  257:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(250)  ,  directing  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  to  make  a  study  of 
means  for  increasing  the  effectiveness  of 
State  welfare  agency  staffs  in  helping  appli- 
cants and  recipients  secure  the  full  bene- 
fit of  health,  housing,  and  related  laws  and 
make  the  most  effective  use  of  public  assist- 
ance and  other  community  programs,  and  to 
submit  his  recommendations  in  a  report  to 
the  Congress  by  July  1,  1969.  The  study  is 
to  include  the  extent  to  which  the  various 
programs  may  be  used  to  enforce  health, 
housing,  and  related  laws. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

ASSISTANCE  IN  THE  FORM  OF  INSTITUTIONAL 
SERVICES  IN  INTERMEDIATE  CARE  FACILITIES 

Amendment  No.  258:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(251)  ,  amending  title  XI  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  by  providing  (in  a  new  section  1121) 
for  Federal  financial  participation  under 
titles  I,  X,  XIV,  and  XVI  in  vendor  payments 
in  behalf  of  certain  aged,  blind,  or  perma- 
nently and  totally  disabled  individuals  whose 
condition  does  not  require  care  in  a  skilled 
nursing  home  or  hospital  but  does  require 
living  accommodations  and  institutional  care 
available  through  intermediate  care  facilities. 
Federal  matching  would,  if  a  State  elects,  be 
at  the  same  rate  as  for  medical  assistance 
under  title  XTX. 

The  House  recedes  with  amendments  pro- 
viding that  (1)  intermediate  care  facilities 
must  meet  the  safety  and  sanitation  stand- 
ards applicable  to  skilled  nursing  homes,  and 
(2)  Christian  Science  sanitoria  may  be  con- 
sidered to  be  intermediate  care  facilities  with 
respect  to  such  services.  It  is  the  intention  of 
the  conferees  for  the  House  that  providing 
services  in  intermediate  care  facilities  is  not 
to  be  taken  as  authorizing,  or  acting  as  a 
precedent  for,  the  furnishing  of  custodial 
care  of  a  type  which  merely  provides,  for  wel- 
fare recipients  in  the  program  specified,  room 
and  board  with  no  personal  or  other  services. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  MATER- 
NAL AND  CHILD  HEALTH  AND  CRIPPLED  CHIL- 
DREN'S SERVICES 

Amendments  Nos.  259,  260,  261,  and  262: 
The  authorizations  for  appropriations  for  the 
maternal  and  child  health  and  crippled  chil- 
dren's services  programs  under  title  V  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  set  forth  in  section  301 
of  the  House  bill  and  under  the  Senate 
amendments,  are  as  follows : 


Fiscal  year  ending —  House  Senate 

bill  amendment 


June  30,  1970   $275,000,000  $305,  000,000 

June  30,  1971   __.  300,000,000  360,000,000 

June  30,  1972...,   325,000,000  385,000,000 

June  30,  1973,  and  each  fiscal 

year  thereafter   350,000,000  410,000,000 


The  Senate  recedes. 

EARMARKING  OF  CHILD  HEALTH  APPROPRIATION 
FOR    FAMILY    PLANNING  SERVICES 

Amendment  No.  263:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  section  502  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act,  as  amended  by  section  301  of  the 
House  bill,  a  provision  earmarking  for  fam- 
ily planning  services  the  following  percen- 
tages of  appropriations  made  pursuant  to 
section  501  of  the  act  from  allotments  lor 


maternal  and  child  health  services  (sec.  503) 
and  from  project  funds  for  maternity  and 
infant  care  (sec.  508)  and  research  (sec. 
512) : 

For  the  fiscal  year  ending;         Not  less  than 

June  30,  1969   6  percent 

June  30,  1970   15  percent 

June  30,  1971,  and  thereafter.  20  percent 

The  House  recedes  with  an  amendment 
providing  simply  that  the  percentage  for  any 
fiscal  year  shall  not  be  less  than  6  percent. 

PAYMENT  OF  REASONABLE  COST  FOR  EXTENDED 
CARE  AND  HOME  HEALTH  CARE  SERVICES  UN- 
DER TITLE  V  PROGRAM 

Amendment  No.  264:  Section  505(a)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  by  sec- 
tion 301  of  the  House  bill,  provided  for  pay- 
ment of  the  reasonable  cost  (as  determined  in 
accordance  with  standards  approved  by  the 
Secretary  and  included  In  the  plan)  of  in- 
patient hospital  services  provided  under  a 
State's  plan  for  maternal  and  child  health 
services  and  services  for  crippled  children. 

The  Senate  amendment  provided  for  pay- 
ment of  the  reasonable  cost  (under  section 
1861(v)(l))  of  inpatient  hospital  services, 
and,  effective  July  1,  1970,  of  extended  care 
services  and  home  health  care  services  pro- 
vided under  the  plan. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

VOLUNTARY  UTILIZATION  OF  OPTOMETRIC  AND 
FAMILY    PLANNING  SERVICES 

Amendments  Nos.  266  and  267:  Senate 
amendment  No.  266  added  to  section  505(a) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  by 
section  301  of  the  House  bill,  a  new  para- 
graph (13)  requiring  any  approved  State 
plan  for  maternal  and  child  health  and  crip- 
pled children's  services  to  provide  that  where 
payment  is  authorized  for  services  which  an 
optometrist  is  licensed  to  perform  and  such 
services  are  not  rendered  either  in  a  clinic 
or  another  appropriate  institution  which  has 
no  arrangements  with  optometrists,  the  in- 
dividual for  whom  such  payment  is  author- 
ized may  obtain  the  services  from  any  op- 
tometrist licensed  to  perform  them.  It  also 
added  to  section  505(a)  a  new  paragraph 
(14),  requiring  any  such  plan  to  provide 
that  acceptance  of  family  planning  services 
provided  under  the  plan  will  be  voluntary 
and  not  a  prerequisite  to  eligibility  for  or  the 
receipt  of  any  service  under  the  plan.  Senate 
amendment  No.  267  added  to  section  508(a) 
of  the  Act  a  new  sentence  providing  that,  for 
purposes  of  special  project  grants  for  ma- 
ternity and  infant  care  under  section  508  and 
research  projects  relating  to  maternal  and 
child  health  services  and  crippled  children's 
services  under  section  512,  acceptance  of 
family  planning  services  provided  under  a 
project  is  to  be  voluntary  and  not  a  pre- 
requisite to  eligibility  for  or  receipt  of  any 
service  under  the  project. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  clarifying 
amendment. 

GRANTS  FOR  TRAINING  OF  PERSONNEL  FOR 
HEALTH  CARE  SERVICES  FOR  MOTHERS  AND 
CHILDREN 

Amendment  No.  268:  Section  511  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  by  section 
301  of  the  House  bill,  provided  that  in  mak- 
ing grants  for  training  of  personnel  for 
health  care  and  related  services  for  mothers 
and  children  the  Secretary  is  to  give  priority 
to  programs  providing  training  at  the  under- 
graduate level.  The  Senate  amendment  sub- 
stituted "special  attention"  for  "priority". 

The  House  recedes,  with  the  understand- 
ing that  in  making  future  commitments  for 
programs  the  emphasis  shall  be  on  under- 
graduate training. 

OBSERVANCE   OF   RELIGIOUS  BELIEFS 

Amendment  No.  270:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  title  V  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  (  as  amended  by  section  301  of  the  House 
bill)  a  new  section  515,  providing  that  noth- 
ing in  title  V  is  to  require  a  State  under 
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such  title  to  compel  any  person  to  undergo 
medical  screening,  examination,  diagnosis, 
treatment,  or  other  care  (other  than' for  the 
purpose  of  discovering  or  preventing  spread 
of  infection  or  contagious  disease  or  for  pro- 
tecting environmental  health)  if  such  per- 
son; or,  in  the  case  of  a  child,  his  parent 
or  guardian,  objects  on  religious  grounds. 
(See  also  Senate  amendment  No.  237.) 
The  House  recedes. 

USE  OF  SUBPROFESSIONAL  STAFF  AND 
VOLUNTEERS 

Amendment  No.  271 :  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(304)  ,  amending  section  505  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  require  an  approved  State 
plan  for  maternal  and  child  health  services 
and  crippled  children's  services  to  include, 
no  later  than  July  1,  1969,  provision  for  the 
training  and  effective  use  of  paid  subprofes- 
sional  staff  (with  particular  emphasis  on 
full  or  part  time  employment  of  persons  of 
low  income)  as  community  services  aides,  in 
the  administration  of  the  plan,  and  for  the 
use  of  nonpaid  or  partially  paid  volunteers 
in  providing  services  and  in  assisting  advi- 
sory committees.  (For  a  similar  requirement 
under  other  programs,  see  Senate  amend- 
ments Nos.  221  and  249.) 

The  House  recedes. 

ADMINISTRATION  OF  THE  PROGRAM  FOR  SERVICES 
FOR    CRIPPLED  CHILDREN 

Amendment  No:  272:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(305)  ,  providing  for  the  administration  of 
the  program  of  services  for  crippled  children 
through  the  Children's  Bureau  (in  the  De- 
partment of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare) . 

The  Senate  recedes  upon  the  assurance  of 
the  Department  that  the  objective  of  the 
amendment  has  been  accomplished  admin- 
istratively. 

EXTENSION    OF    DUE    DATE    FOR    CHILD  MENTAL 
HEALTH  REPORT 

Amendment  No.  273:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(306)  ,  amending  section  231(d)  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Amendments  of  1965  to  extend 
from  2  to  3  years  after  its  inauguration  the 
period  allowed  for  completion  of  the  health 
research  and  study  of  resources  relating  to 
children's  emotional  illnesses. 

The  House  recedes  with  technical  amend- 
ments. 

INCENTIVE    FOR    IMPROVEMENTS    IN    THE  PRO- 
VISION  OF   HEALTH  SERVICES 

Amendments  Nos.  275,  276,  277,  279,  280, 
and  281 :  Section  402  of  the  House  bill  au- 
thorized the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  to  experiment  in  reimbursing  in 
a  manner  mutually  agreed  upon  those  orga- 
nizations and  institutions  which  furnish 
health  services  otherwise  covered  under  titles 
V,  XVIII,  and  XIX  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
on  a  reasonable  cost  basis,  with  a  view  to 
developing  incentives  for  economy  while 
maintaining  or  improving  quality  in  the  pro- 
vision of  health  services. 

The  Senate  amendments  modified  section 
402  of  the  House  bill  to  include  experiments 
with  respect  to  reimbursement  in  a  manner 
mutually  agreed  upon  for  physicians'  services 
(which  would  otherwise  be  covered  on  a 
reasonable  charge  basis) . 

■  The  House  recedes  with  an  amendment 
providing  that  the  Secretary  may  not  enter 
into  such  experiments  before  receiving  the 
advice  of  competent  specialists  with  respect 
to  the  soundness  of  such  experiments  and 
the  adequacy  of  resources  to  carry  them  out; 
but  it  is  understood  that  the  Department 
under  no  circumstances  will  experiment  on 
the  basis  of  employment  of  physicians  by 
the  Government. 

STUDIES    BY  SECRETARY 

Amendment  No.  282:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 
(405),  authorizing  and  directing  the  Secre- 


tary of  Labor,  in  consultation  with  the  Secre- 
tary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and 
with  other  government  departments  and 
agencies  and  appropriate  organizations  and 
individuals,  to  conduct  a  study  and  investi- 
gation of  vaxious  proposals  for  family  allow- 
ances and  child  allowances.  Consideration 
would  be  given  to  the  effect  of  such  pro- 
posals on  the  various  Federal-State  assist- 
ance programs  and  any  savings  which  might 
accrue  therefrom,  and  a  report  submitted  to 
the  President  and  the  Congress  by  January 
15,  1969. 

The  conference  agreement  omits  the  pro- 
vision for  a  study  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
of  family  and  child  allowances  proposals,  and 
provides  instead  for  a  study  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  of  (1) 
the  existing  retirement  test  and  proposals 
for  its  modification  (including  proposals  for 
increasing  old-age  insurance  benefits  on  ac- 
count of  delayed  retirement) ,  (2)  quality 
and  cost  standards  for  drugs  for  which  pay- 
ments are  made  under  the  Act,  and  (3)  drug 
coverage  under  supplementary  medical  in- 
surance (see  amendments  Nos.  43  and  142). 
The  Secretary  would  report  on  this  study  by 
January  1,  1969. 

INCOME  TAX  DEDUCTION  OF  EXPENSES  FOR  MEDI- 
CAL CARE  OF  INDIVIDUALS  WHO  HAVE  ATTAINED 
AGE  65 

Amendment  No.  284:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(501)  ,  amending  section  213  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  restore  in  substance 
the  pre-1965-Amendments  rule  for  comput- 
ing the  amount  of  the  income  tax  deduction 
for  medical  and  related  expenses  in  the  case 
of  a  taxpayer  who  has  attained  age  65  or 
whose  spouse,  parent,  or  spouse's  parent  has 
attained  age  65.  Under  present  law,  a  tax- 
payer's medical  expenses  are  deductible  only 
to  the  extent  that  they  exceed  3  percent  of 
his  adjusted  gross  income,  and  the  cost  of 
medicine  and  drugs  may  be  taken  into  ac- 
count only  to  "the  extent  that  it  exceeds  1  per- 
cent of  his  adjusted  gross  income,  regardless 
of  the  age  of  the  taxpayer  or  of  any  other 
member  of  his  family;  under  the  Senate 
amendment  (effective  for  taxable  years  be- 
ginning after  1966)  the  3-percent  and  1-per- 
cent limitations  will  not  apply  to  expenses 
paid  for  the  care  of  the  taxpayer  and  his 
spouse  if  either  of  them  has  attained  age  65 
by  the  end  of  the  year,  or  to  expenses  paid 
for  the  care  of  a  dependent  age  65  or  over  who 
is  the  father  or  mother  of  either  the  taxpayer 
or  his  spouse.  (The  special  $150  allowance  for 
insurance,  added  in  1965,  is  continued.) 

The  Senate  recedes. 

TAX-EXEMPT  STATUS  OF  CERTAIN  HOSPITAL 
SERVICE  ORGANIZATIONS 

Amendment  No.  285:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(502)  ,  amending  section  501  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  provide  that  an  or- 
ganization is  to  be  treated  as  a  tax-exempt 
hospital  for  all  of  the  purposes  of  the  Code 
If  it  is  organized  and  operated  on  a  coopera- 
tive basis  (with  all  of  its  capital  stock,  if  any, 
owned  by  its  patrons)  exclusively  to  perform 
services  for  tax-exempt  private  or  public  hos- 
pitals and  such  services  are  of  a  type  which 
would  constitute  an  integral  part  of  the  ex- 
empt activities  of  a  tax-exempt  hospital  if 
they  were  performed  by  the  hospital  on  its 
own  behalf. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

EXTENSION  OF  PERIOD  FOR  FILING  APPLICATION 
FOR  EXEMPTION  BY  MEMBERS  OF  RELIGIOUS 
GROUPS  OPPOSED  TO  INSURANCE 

Amendment  No.  286:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(503)  ,  amending  section  1402(h)  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  provide  addi- 
tional time  for  persons  who  have  conscien- 
tious objections  to  public  and  private  insur- 
ance (including  social  security) ,  by  reason  of 
their  adherence  to  the  established  tenets  or 
teachings  of  the  religious  sect  of  which  they 
are  members,  to  apply  for  and  be  granted 


exemption  from  the  social  security  self- 
employment  tax.  Under  the  amendment,  an 
individual  may  file  application  for  exemp- 
tion at  any  time  on  or  before  December  31, 
1968,  if  he  has  self -employment  income  for 
any  taxable  year  ending  before  December  31, 
1967.  (Under  present  law,  the  comparable 
filing  date  was  April  15,  1966,  for  taxable 
years  ending  before  December  31,  1965.)  If 
an  individual  first  receives  self-employment 
income  in  a  taxable  year  ending  on  or 
after  December  31,  1967,  the  application 
would  be  timely  (as  under  present  law)  if 
filed  by  the  due  date  for  the  income  tax 
return  for  .that  year;  It  would  also  be  timely 
if  filed  within  3  months  following  the  month 
in  which  the  individual  is  first  notified  by 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service  that  a  timely 
application  has  not  been  filed. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amend- 
ment. 

COVERAGE  STATUS  OF  FISHERMEN  AND  TRUCK 
LOADERS  AND  UNLOADERS 

Amendment  No.  287:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(504)  ,  amending  section  210  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  and  sections  3121  and  3401  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  clarify 
the  employee  status  of  fishermen  and  truck 
loaders  and  unloaders  for  purposes  of  social 
security  coverage  and  income  tax  withhold- 
ing. Generally  the  owner  of  a  fishing  boat  is 
to  be  classified  as  the  employer  of  the  boat's 
crew  members  although  in  certain  cases  the 
person  leasing  or  chartering  the  boat  will 
be  considered  their  employer.  In  the  case  of 
truck  loaders  and  unloaders,  the  driver  of  the 
truck  will  generally  be  considered  the  em- 
ployer, unless  he  is  an  employee  of  another 
person,  in  which  event  his  employer  will  be 
considered  the  employer  of  the  truck  loaders 
and  unloaders;  an  exception  is  provided 
where  other  persons  are  recognized  as  the 
employer.  For  benefit  purposes  these  provi- 
sions were  made  retroactive  so  as  to  preserve 
the  benefit  rights  of  individuals  who  in  the 
past  have  been  considered  by  the  Social  Se- 
curity Administration  and  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Service  to  be  performing  services  as  em- 
ployees; while  for  purposes  of  tax  liability 
(in  instances  where  this  liability  does  not 
now  exist)  they  would  apply  prospectively 
only. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

REFUND    OF    CERTAIN    OVERPAYMENTS    BY  EM- 
PLOYEES OF  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TAX 

Amendment  No.  288:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(505)  ,  amending  various  provisions  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  so  as  to  pro- 
vide that  a  railroad  employee  who  has  wages 
or  self -employment  income  under  the  social 
security  program  as  well  as  his  compensation 
under  the  railroad  retirement  program,  and 
who  makes  contributions  for  hospital  insur- 
ance under  the  two  programs  on  an  aggre- 
gate amount  (compensation,  wages,  and 
self -employment  income)  in  excess  of  the 
current  earnings  base,  may  obtain  a  refund  of 
his  excess  contributions  (as  he  would  under 
existing  law  if  each  of  his  jobs  were  under 
the  social  security  program)  by  treating  his 
railroad  compensation  as  wages  or  self-em- 
ployment income  for  hospital  insurance  tax 
purposes. 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amend- 
ment. 

JOINT  EMPLOYEES  OF  CERTAIN  TAX-EXEMPT 
ORGANIZATIONS 

Amendment  No.  289:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(506)  to  deal  with  situations  where  an  in- 
dividual Is  an  employee  of  two  or  more  tax- 
exempt  organizations  providing  hospital  or 
medical  insurance  and  where  one  of  the  or- 
ganizations pays  all  of  the  wages  to  the  em- 
ployee for  his  work  for  both  organizations. 
In  such  cases  the  organization  which  pays 
the  wages  would,  with  the  consent  of  the 
other  organization,  be  treated  as  the  em- 
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ployer  of  the  individual  with  respect  to  his 
joint  employment. 
The  Senate  recedes. 

EXTENSION  OF  TIME  TO  PROVIDE  ASSISTANCE  FOR 
UNITED  STATES  CITIZENS  RETURNED  FROM 
FOREIGN  COUNTRIES 

Amendment  No.  290:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(507)  ,  amending  section  1113  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  extend  from  June  30,  1968, 
to  June  30,  1969,  the  authorization  of  tem- 
porary assistance  to  United  States  citizens 
returned  from  a  foreign  country  because  of 
destitution  or  illness  or  because  of  war,  in- 
vasion, or  similar  crisis.* 

The  House  recedes  with  a  technical  amend- 
ment. 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  BENEFIT  INCREASE  NOT  TO  BE 
CONSIDERED  INCOME  FOR  VETERANS'  PENSION 
PURPOSES 

Amendment  No.  291 :  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(508)  ,  amending  sections  415(g)  and  503  of 
title  38  of  the  United  States  Code  to  provide 
that  any  increase  in  monthly  social  security 
benefits  resulting  from  the  enactment  of  the 
bill  is  not  to  be  counted  as  income  for  pur- 
poses of  determining  eligibility  for,  or  the 
amount  of,  certain  veterans'  benefits  in  the 
case  of  an  individual  who  is  entitled  to 
monthly  social  security  benefits  for  the 
month  of  the  enactment  of  the  bill. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

SECOND  LIBERTY  BOND  ACT 

Amendment  No.  292:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(509)  ,  amending  the  Second  Liberty  Bond 
Act  to  provide  that  the  rates  of  Interest  or 
investment  yield  on  U.S.  savings  bonds  and 
U.S.  savings  and  retirement  bonds  issued 
after  1967  are  to  be  comparable  to  the  going 
rate  on  other  U.S.  Government  obligations  of 
similar  maturity. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

FOSTER  CARE  FOR  CHILDREN 

Amendment  No.  293:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(510)  ,  amending  title  V  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  to  establish  a  new  program  of 
Federal  grants  to  States  for  the  provision  of 
financial  assistance  and  needed  welfare  serv- 
ices to  children  under  foster  care  in  foster 
family  homes  and  institutions.  The  Secretary 
was  authorized  to  make  payments  to  any 
State  with  a  plan  containing  specified  provi- 
sions and  approved  by  him  in  amounts  equal 
to  the  State's  Federal  percentage  of  the  total 
amount  expended  for  foster  care  under  the 
plan  up  to  the  product  of  $50  per  month 
times  the  number  of  children  in  foster  care 
during  the  month,  plus  75  percent  for  per- 
sonnel providing  services  for  children  in  fos- 
ter care  and  training  of  such  personnel,  and 
50  percent  for  administrative  expense. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

EXCLUSION  FROM  DEFINITION  OF  WAGES  OF  CER- 
TAIN RETIREMENT,  ETC.,  PAYMENTS  UNDER 
EMPLOYER-ESTABLISHED  PLANS 

Amendment  No.  294:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 

(511)  which  amends  section  3121(a)  and 
3306(b)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
and  section  209  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
to  provide,  for  purposes  of  the  Federal  Insur- 
ance Contributions  Act,  the  Federal  Unem- 
ployment Tax  Act,  and  the  Social  Security 
Act,  that  the  term  "wages"  does  not  include 
any  payment  or  series  of  payments  by  an 
employer  to  an  employee  or  any  of  his  de- 
pendents which  is  made  or  begins  (1)  upon 
the  retirement,  death,  or  disability  of  the 
employee,  and  (2)  under  a  plan  established 
by  the  employer  which  makes  provision  for 
his  employees  generally  or  a  class  or  classes 
of  his  employees,  or  for  such  employees  or 
class  or  classes  of  employees  and  their  de- 
pendents. 


The  House  recedes  with  an  amendment 
which  eliminates  from  the  exception  to  the 
definition  of  wages  any  payments  which 
would  have  been  made  if  the  employee's  em- 
ployment relationship  had  not  been  termi- 
nated because  of  death,  retirement  for  dis- 
ability, or  retirement  for  age,  and  which 
makes  various  technical  and  clarifying 
changes. 

DRUG  QUALITY   AND  COST 

Amendment  No.  295:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  title  VI, 
consisting  of  sections  601,  602,  and  603.  Sec- 
tion 601  amended  title  XI  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  to  provide,  through  a  Federally- 
established  formulary  committee,  for  the 
compilation  and  publication  of  a  Formulary 
of  the  United  States  and  for  the  determina- 
tion of  those  drugs  which  are  appropriate  for 
Federal  payment  or  matching  under  the  var- 
ious programs  contained  in  the  Act.  Section 
602  (effective  July  1,  1970)  amended  section 
1903  of  the  Act  to  limit  Federal  matching  for 
drug  costs  under  the  medical  assistance  pro- 
gram to  the  "reasonable  charge"  for  "qual- 
ified drugs"  as  determined  under  the  formu- 
lary provisions  (exempting  these  drugs  fur- 
nished by  hospitals  using  approved  formu- 
lary systems,  and  drugs  furnished  by  their 
generic  names  pursuant  to  physicians'  hand- 
written prescriptions);  it  also  amended  sec- 
tion 1861  (v)  of  the  Act  to  limit  Federal  pay- 
ments for  drugs  furnished  to  individuals 
under  the  health  insurance  program  in  the 
same  way.  Section  603  amended  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  to  provide  for 
the  registration  numbers  assigned  to  drug 
manufacturers  under  existing  law  to  appear 
on  the  drug  labels  of  products  of  such  man- 
ufacturers. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

W.  D.  Mills, 

Cecil  R.  King, 

Hale  Boggs, 

Frank  M.  Karsten, 

A.  Sydney  Herlong,  Jr., 

John  W.  Byrnes, 

Thos.  B.  Curtis, 

James  B.  Utt, 

Jackson  E.  Betts. 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF 
1967— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up  the 
conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R.  12080) 
to  amend  the  Social  Security  Act  to  pro- 
vide an  increase  in  benefits  under  the 
old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insur- 
ance system,  to  provide  benefits  for  addi- 
tional categories  of  individuals,  to  im- 
prove the  public  assistance  program  and 
programs  relating  to  the  welfare  and 
health  of  children,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, and  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  statement  of  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the 
report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Decem- 
ber 11,  1967.) 

Mr.  MILLS  (during  the  reading) .  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
statement  itself  is  some  42  pages  in 
length  and  we  will  take  special  time  to 
discuss  the  conference  report,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  statement 
may  be  considered  as  read. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self 10  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  about  to  take,  in- 
sofar as  the  House  of  Representatives  is 
concerned,  final  legislative  action  on  one 
of  the  major  bills  of  the  90th  Congress. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  a  conference  re- 
port today  involving  the  social  security 
bill  which  passed  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives on  August  17  last  by  a  vote  of 
415  to  3.  We  are  bringing  it  back  today 
for  approval  of  the  House,  I  must  say,  in 
substantially  the  form  it  was  in  concern- 
ing its  most  major  aspects  when  it  en- 


joyed that  overwhelming  vote  on  August 
17.  There  are  many  significant  respects, 
however,  in  which  the  bill,  in  the  opin- 
ion of  your  conferees,  is  a  better  bill 
since  it  incorporates  numerous  improve- 
ments that  were  made  when  the  matter 
was  in  the  Finance  Committee  of  the 
Senate.  The  measure  on  which  we  are 
asking  you  to  take  final  action  today 
meets  the  requirements  of  actuarial 
soundness,  and  of  fiscal  responsibility,  as 
have  all  of  the  amendments  which  we 
passed  improving  the  social  security  pro- 
grams over  the  years. 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  Yes,  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Geor- 
gia [Mr.  Landrum]. 

(Mr.  LANDRUM  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  Is  it  the  judgment  of 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means  now  speak- 
ing that  the  social  security  fund  is  ac- 
tuarially sound? 

Mr.  MILLS.  It  is  actuarially  sound 
under  the  existing  law.  It  was  actuarially 
sound  under  the  bill  which  passed  the 
House.  It  is  also  actuarially  sound  under 
the  conference  report. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  bill  passed  the 
House,  we  had  an  overall  actuarial  bal- 
ance in  all  of  the  funds  involved  of  plus 
0.10  percent  of  payroll.  As  the  gentle- 
man from  Georgia  knows,  that  is  the 
situation  which  exists. 

As  we  bring  the  bill  back  to  the  House, 
the  OASDI  fund  has  a  plus  of  0.01  per- 
cent and  the  hospital  fund  is  actuarially 
sound  to  the  extent  of  0.03  percent,  or 
a  combined  balance  of  0.04  percent  of 
payroll. 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  further  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia.  However,  the  actu- 
ary for  the  Department  tells  us  that 
even  if  we  had  a  minus — not  an  excess — 
of  0.10  percent  of  payroll,  we  could  still 
assure  the  House  that  the  funds  were 
in  an  actuarial  balance. 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  I  would 
point  out  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mills]  the  fact  that 
there  seems  to  be  developing  a  concern 
in  the  minds  of  some  of  our  older  citi- 
zens, those  who  are  approved  for  the 
receipt  of  the  benefits  from  these  funds. 
Should  they  be  concerned  at  all  about 
the  actuarial  soundness  of  this  trust 
fund? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  will  respond  to  the 
gentleman  by  saying  that  so  long  as  my 
friend,  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Landrum]  and  my  many 
other  friends  who  serve  on  the  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means  are  concerned, 
I  think  I  can  assure  the  public  that  we 
shall  always  keep  this  in  a  state  of  ac- 
tuarial soundness. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri. 

(Mr.  CURTIS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 
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Mr.  CURTIS.  I  think  it  would  be  well 
if  we  pointed  out  fhe  fact  that  the  ac- 
tuarial assumption  which  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  accurately  states,  will 
considerably  differ  from  the  actuarial 
assumption  with  reference  to  the  sound- 
ness, for  example,  of  the  private  pensions 
plans  and  so  forth. 

I  believe  that  is  where  the  confusion 
might  lie. 

Mr.  MILLS.  This  is  not  what  might  be 
called  a  funded  system  in  the  sense  that 
private  insurance  systems  are  funded. 
Of  course,  I  believe  my  friend  from  Mis- 
souri would  admit  with  me  that  it  is  not 
necessary  for  a  social  security  system 
supported  by  a  tax  which  is  compulsory 
to  be  on  a  fully  funded  basis  so  as  to 
have  in  the  fund  in  excess  of  $300  billion 
or  $350  billion  at  this  time. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  would  say  not  only  is  it 
not  necessary.  I  believe  that  would  cre- 
ate other  serious  problems  if  we  had  a 
fund  like  that,  in  a  different  way.  But  on 
the  other  hand  I  would  observe  this,  and 
I  believe  the  gentleman  would  bear  with 
me,  that  some  of  the  assumptions  in  a 
pay-as-you-go  social  security  system  I 
believe  need  looking  at,  and  I  believe  that 
we  have  not  been  doing  that.  And  here 
we  might  enter  an  area  where  there 
might  be  some  disagreement. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  do  not  want  to  take 
up  too  much  time  of  the  House,  but  the 
gentleman  is  right.  Some  of  these  as- 
sumptions that  are  made  sometimes  dis- 
turb all  of  us.  For  instance,  we  were 
told  last  year  that  the  balance  was  plus 
0.74  percent  of  payroll.  When  we  passed 
the  program  in  1965,  we  were  told  we 
had  no  such  surplus  left.  But  then  the 
actuaries  without  disagreement,  upon 
further  review,  decided  that  in  the  year 
2000  the  average  woman  would  not  have 
2.5  children,  but  would  have  two  chil- 
dren, and  that  the  average  retiree  would 
not  live  15  years  beyond  65,  he  would 
live  14  years  beyond  65  in  the  year  2000. 

As  a  result  of  those  and  other  changed 
assumptions,  we  found  this  favorable 
balance  in  the  social  security  fund  of 
about  three-quarters  of  1  percent  of  pay- 
roll. These  changes  of  assumptions  do 
have  a  disturbing  influence  on  us  on 
the  committee  who  feel  this  responsi- 
bility to  the  House  and  to  the  country 
as  a  whole  to  keep  this  system  actuarially 
sound. 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  The  bill  does  not 
contain  the  amendment  that  was  added 
in  the  other  body  regarding  amending 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code? 

Mr.  MILLS.  Yes,  that  was  an  amend- 
ment in  which  I  had  a  great  deal  of  in- 
terest myself,  but  it  finally  developed  in 
the  House  that  we  felt  it  was  best  to  leave 
out  of  the  hill  those  amendments  to  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  other  than  those 
which  relate  to  the  social  security  tax 
rate  or  wage  base.  And  I  believe  we  come 
back  to  the  House  with  only  those  mat- 
ters which  pertain  exclusively  to  social 
security. 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  Could  the  gentle- 
man state  


Mr.  MILLS.  I  might  state  that  we  did 
not  prejudge  it,  nor  are  we  opposed  to  it. 
There  developed  some  questions  that  we 
thought  required  us  to  look  a  little  fur- 
ther into. 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  Does  the  gentle- 
man's committee  intend  to  look  into  this 
matter  at  some  time  in  the  future? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  do  not  want  to  make  a 
definite  commitment,  but  certainly  it  will 
be  my  hope  we  could  look  further  into 
this,  maybe  even  next  year. 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  in- 
volves far  too  many  matters  to  be  dis- 
cussed even  within  the  1  hour  that 
we  have.  There  were  295  amendments 
adopted  in  the  Committee  on  Finance 
and  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  We  have 
brought  back,  as  I  say,  a  bill  that  incor- 
porates many  of  those  amendments.  Let 
me  point  out  some  of  the  more  signifi- 
cant changes  that  we  made  in  confer- 
ence over  the  bill  that  passed  the  House. 

It  will  be  recalled  that  the  across-the- 
board  increase  in  the  House  passed  bill 
was  12.5  percent.  It  will  be  recalled  the 
minimum  benefit  was  raised  from  $44  to 
$50  in  that  bill.  It  will  be  recalled  that 
the  so-called  earnings  base  for  tax  pur- 
poses and  for  benefit  determinations 
was  raised  from  $6,600  under  the  exist- 
ing law  to  $7,600  in  order  to  enable  us 
to  finance  those  benefit  increases  and 
that  minimum.  The  bill  we  bring  back 
from  the  conference  increases  the  bene- 
fits from  12.5  percent  to  13  percent. 

The  Senate  passed  a  benefit  increase 
of  15  percent. 

The  conference  agreement  provides 
for  a  $55  minimum  benefit,  versus  a  $50 
minimum  passed  by  the  House  and  a  $70 
minimum  passed  by  the  Senate. 

The  bill  establishes  a  contribution  and 
benefit  wage  base  of  $7,800  versus  $7,600 
in  the  House  passed  bill  and  a  maximum 
in  the  Senate  passed  bill  of  $10,800. 

Let  us  look  at  this  just  a  minute,  Mr. 
Speaker.  For  this  additional  2-percent 
benefit  increase — and  let~us  take  the 
case  of  an  individual  today  who  has  a 
$100  monthly  benefit — in  order  to  give 
that  individual  $15  in  lieu  of  the  $13  in- 
crease per  month,  we  would  have  to  in- 
crease the  wage  base  subject  to  the  tax 
by  $3,000. 

To  us,  this  did  not  seem  like  a  very 
good  bargain  when  we  had  it  in  com- 
mittee. It  did  not  seem  like  a  very  good 
bargain  to  us  when  we  had  it  in  confer- 
ence. Why  add  $2  a  month  to  a  person's 
benefit  when  it  is  going  to  cost  some- 
body else,  the  submission  of  additional 
wages  of  $3,000  a  year  to  the  combined 
rate  of  10  percent  for  OASDI  in  order 
to  do  it. 

We  do  not  think  the  $2  justified  that 
additional  tax.  Very  frankly,  that  is  why 
we  did  not  go  to  the  15  percent  in  con- 
ference. 

That  is  why  we  did  not  go  to  the  $70 
minimum  in  the  conference  because  the 
$70  minimum  required  something  better 
than  0.20  percent  of  payroll  in  order  to 
sustain  it. 

It  departs  very,  very  widely  from  the 
philosophy  that  is  involved  in  the  social 
security  program  that  benefits  are  wage 
related — and  have  to  be. 


If  you  want  to  make  a  welfare  program 
out  of  the  social  security  program  itself, 
you  are  going  to  incur  very  high  costs 
as  reflected  in  percent  of  payroll. 

There  must  be  some  better  way  to  take 
care  of  the  needs  of  people  who  have  not 
been  attached  to  the  work  force  for  a  suf- 
ficient length  of  time  or  in  a  sufficient 
amount  of  dollars  to  add  this  minimum. 

If  we  do  go  to  $70  in  the  minimum 
now,  it  is  going  to  be  $100  in  a  very  short 
period  of  time.  When  it  gets  to  be  $100, 
then  later  it  is  going  to  be  a  little  higher. 
The  first  thing  you  know  you  will  have 
a  flat  benefit  rate.  Whenever  you  get  to 
that  point,  you  will  never  increase  your 
wage  base.  Because  what  is  the  point  of 
a  fellow  subjecting  himself  to  an  addi- 
tional tax  if  that  additional  tax  is  not 
reflected  in  higher  benefit  payments  to 
him? 

Under  the  bill  we  have  and  under  the 
bill  as  it  passed  the  House,  the  benefit 
for  a  man  and  his  wife,  both  aged  65  or 
over  when  he  retires,  will  be  at  least  50 
percent  of  what  his  average  wage  was. 

You  can  justify  increasing  the  wage 
base  over  a  period  of  time,  only  if  you 
continue  to  maintain  the  relation  of 
benefits  to  wages.  Then,  the  individual 
can  always  be  told  that  this  is  cheaper 
for  him  than  any  type  of  insurance  that 
he  can  buy — taking  into  consideration 
the  fact  that  he  is  not  only  buying  retire- 
ment benefits,  but  he  is  also  buying  dis- 
ability insurance  and  he  is  buying  life 
insurance  for  the  benefit  of  his  family. 

If  we  keep  this  system  wage-related, 
then  I  think  that  social  security  can  go 
on  down  into  the  future  as  a  great  pro- 
gram enacted  by  the  American  Congress 
for  the  benefit  of  a  great  American 
people. 

If  we  are  going  to  make  out  of  it  a  wel- 
fare program,  then  I  doubt  very  frankly 
that  the  American  people  will  submit 
to  this  periodic  increase  in  taxes  and  this 
periodic  increase  in  the  wage  base. 

I  say  again  that  there  must  be  a  better 
way  found,  if  we  want  to  find  it,  to  take 
care  of  people  who  are  not  entitled  to 
more  than  the  minimum  benefit  under 
social  security  when  they  get  into  retire- 
ment. 

I  am  not  going  to  say  anything  more 
about  that;  I  have  said  too  much. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  would  like  to  commend 
the  gentleman  for  the  excellent  state- 
ment he  has  made  particularly  with  re- 
spect to  the  welfare  provision. 

I  would  like  also  to  take  this  oppor- 
tunity to  commend  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  for  the  courageous  position 
that  he  has  taken  with  respect  to  a  tax 
increase  unless  accompanied  by  drastic 
reductions  in  expenditures  by  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 

Mr.  BURKE  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  BURKE  of  Massachusetts.  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  about  the  many  messages  we  have 
received  during  the  past  few  days  ex- 
pressing the  concern  on  the  part  of  many 
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of  the  private  welfare  groups  and  public 
welfare  departments  about  restrictive 
parts  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MILLS.  If  the  gentleman  will  per- 
mit me,  I  am  coming  to  that  point  right 
now. 

Mr.  BURKE  of  Massachusetts.  I  merely 
wish  to  ask  the  gentleman  this  question. 

Mr.  MILLS.  All  right. 

Mr.  BURKE  of  Massachusetts.  If  the 
conference  report  is  not  accepted,  how 
long  does  the  gentleman  believe  it  would 
take  to  pass  a  social  security  bill  to  pro- 
vide the  increases  that  are  in  this  bill, 
and  how  long  does  he  believe  it  would 
take  to  obtain  results  from  that  action? 

Mr.  MILLS.  The  benefits  under  the 
conference  report  will  become  effective 
with  respect  to  February  and  would  be 
paid  on  the  third  day  of  March.  That  is 
as  quick  as  the  Social  Security  Adminis- 
tration can  do  it.  If  it  is  passed  over 
until  January,  that  would  mean  that  if 
we  agree  to  a  conference  report  in  Janu- 
ary, these  benefits  could  not  then  be  re- 
ceived by  the  recipients  until  about  the 
third  day  of  April  of  next  year.  The  Sen- 
ate was  going  to  delay  it  under  their  pro- 
posal until  the  first  of  April. 

We  said  that  we  wanted  these  benefits 
to  go  into  effect  earlier  than  that. 

Since  the  gentleman  has  asked  me,  I 
connot  conceive  of  anyone  standing  in 
the  way  of  these  benefits  becoming  avail- 
able at  the  earliest  possible  date,  because 
the  President  of  the  United  States  in  the 
fall  of  1966  in  a  speech  recommended  a 
benefit  increase  of  at  least  10  percent. 
At  that  time  we  had  a  surplus  under  the 
existing  financing  that  would  have  been 
enough  to  let  these  people  have  an  8 -per- 
cent across-the-board  increase  without 
any  tax  increase.  That  was  in  the  fall  of 
1966.  They  did  not  get  the  increase  in 
1967  even. 

Now,  are  we  going  to  hold  it  up  until 
April,  May,  or  June  of  next  year  bicker- 
ing about  what  I  want  next  to  talk  about, 
and  deprive  the  beneficiaries  of  another 
few  months  of  benefits,  or  do  we  want  to 
get  this  job  over  with  now? 

I  hope  I  do  not  read  in  the  newspapers 
before  Christmas  adjournment  that  the 
older  people  of  this  country  have  been 
denied  a  13-percent  across-the-board  in- 
crease in  social  security  benefits  because 
of  some  action  in  the  other  body  that 
also  has  to  consider  this  matter.  I  would 
not  want  to  take  that  responsibility,  and 
I  do  not  think  anyone  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  wants  to  take  it. 

Now  let  us  take  a  look  at  some  of  the 
other  amendments  to  the  social  security 
program : 

AGED   7  2   AND  OVER 

Benefits  for  persons  age  72  and  over 
who  are  not  insured  under  the  social 
security  system  are  also  increased.  The 
House  provided  an  increase  in  these  ben- 
efits from  the  present  $35  a  month  to  $40 
for  a  single  person  and  from  $52.50  to  $60 
for  a  couple.  The  Senate  increased  these 
amounts  to  $50  for  a  single  person  and 
$75  for  a  couple.  The  conference  report 
adopts  the  House  provision. 

RETIREMENT  TEST 

The  House  provided  an  increase  in  the 
annual  test  of  retirement  from  the  pres- 
ent $1,500  of  earnings  in  a  year  to  $1,680, 
together  with  a  proportionate  increase  in 


the  monthly  amount  a  person  may  earn 
and  still  receive  benefits.  These  provi- 
sions were  exactly  in  line  with  the  rec- 
ommendation of  the  administration.  The 
Senate  increased  the  annual  test  to 
$2,400  with  a  proportionate  increase  in 
the  monthly  test.  The  conference  report 
adopts  the  House  version. 

DISABILITY  DEFINITION 

The  House  bill  contained  a  provision 
which  clarified  the  definition  of  the  term 
"disability."  This  provision  was  also 
contained  in  the  bill  as  it  was  reported 
out  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance, 
but  it  was  struck  out  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate.  The  conference  report  restores 
this  provision  with  a  further  clarifying 
amendment. 

The  outcome  of  this  action  is  to  adopt 
in  substance  the  position  of  both  the 
House  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
and  the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance 
concerning  an  issue  that  has  serious  cost 
implications  for  the  disability  insurance 
program.  The  purpose  of  the  language  in 
the  bill  is  to  spell  out  in  the  law  an  in- 
tention which  has  always  existed  al- 
though not  explicitly  stated.  That  is  that 
an  individual  is  not  to  be  considered  un- 
der a  disability  for  the  purposes  of  this 
program  unless  he  has  a  medically  de- 
terminable impairment  of  such  severity 
that  he  is  not  only  unable  to  perform  in 
his  previous  job  but  also  that  he  can- 
not—considering his  age,  education  and 
work  experience — engage  in  any  other 
kind  of  substantial  gainful  work  which 
exists  in  the  national  economy,  regard- 
less of  whether  such  work  exists  in  the 
general  area  where  he  lives,  or  whether 
a  specific  job  vacancy  exists  for  him  or 
whether  he  would  be  hired  if  he  applied 
for  work. 

The  conference  report  contains  sub- 
stantially the  provision  of  the  House  bill, 
but  includes  language  designed  to  clarify 
the  meaning  of  the  phrase  "work  which 
exists  in  the  national  economy."  Under 
the  added  language,  "work  which  exists 
in  the  national  economy"  means  work 
that  exists  in  significant  numbers  in  the 
region  in  which  the  individual  lives  or 
in  several  regions  in  the  country.  This 
language  puts  into  the  statute  the  same 
meaning  of  the  phrase  "work  which 
exists  in  the  national  economy"  that  was 
expressed  in  the  reports  of  both  the 
House  and  Senate  Committees.  In  this 
regard  both  reports  contain  the  following 
statement : 

It  is  not  intended,  however,  that  a  type  of 
job  which  exists  only  in  very  limited  num- 
bers or  in  relatively  few  geographic  locations 
would  be  considered  as  existing  in  the  na- 
tional economy. 

When  the  term  "significant  numbers" 
is  used  it  is  not  intended  that  a  great 
many  jobs  must  exist  in  the  region  in 
which  an  individual  lives  or  in  several  re- 
gions of  the  country.  What  is  intended  is 
that  the  number  of  such  jobs  must  be 
more  than  just  a  few;  that  is,  more  than 
insignificant. 

I  beg  the  indulgence  of  the  House  for 
going  into  such  a  seemingly  obscure  mat- 
ter in  such  great  detail.  I  do  it  solely 
for  the  purpose  of  spelling  out  the  legis- 
lative history  of  an  amendment  which  is 
intended  to  hold  down  costs  in  the  dis- 
ability program  which  has  already  suf- 


fered deficits  resulting  from  interpreta- 
tions of  the  disability  provisions  of  the 
law  which  Congress  never  intended  when 
it  wrote  them. 

I  shall  mention  the  other  more  im- 
portant decisions  in  the  OASDI  area  and 
move  on  to  the  other  social  security  pro- 
grams. I  shall  ask  to  have  inserted  at 
the  conclusion  of  my  remarks  a  summary 
of  the  legislation  which  describes  the  bill 
completely,  including  the  provisions  that 
were  not  in  conference. 

DISABLED  WIDOWS 

The  House  bill  provided  actuarially  re- 
duced benefits  for  disabled  widows  and 
widowers  beginning  at  age  50,  with  a 
more  limited  definition  of  disability  than 
applies  to  workers.  The  Senate  provided 
unreduced  benefits  at  any  age,  and  elimi- 
nated the  special  definition.  The  confer- 
ence report  adopted  the  House  version. 

DISABILITY  FREEZE  APPLICATIONS 

The  Senate  added  a  provision,  which 
the  conference  report  adopted,  allowing 
persons  who  were  prevented  by  their 
physical  or  mental  condition  from  filing 
a  timely  disability  freeze  application  a 
further  opportunity  to  file  such  appli- 
cation. 

COVERAGE  PROVISIONS 

The  Senate  added  a  number  of  provi- 
sions that  were  adopted  in  conference 
regarding  coverage  of  workers.  These 
include  several  provisions  relating  to  cov- 
erage of  State  and  local  employees  and  a 
very  precisely  drawn  amendment  cover- 
ing employment  of  a  parent  in  certain 
family  situations  in  which  such  parent 
is  needed  to  care  for  children  of  a 
worker. 

UNDERPAYMENTS 

There  was  a  provision  in  the  House  bill 
designed  to  eliminate  the  necessity  in 
some  States  to  have  a  deceased  benefi- 
ciary's estate  probated  just  to  collect  so- 
cial security  benefits  which  had  not  been 
paid  at  the  time  he  died.  The  Senate  im- 
proved on  this  provision  and  the  confer- 
ence report  adopted  the  Senate  version. 

MEDICARE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  number  of  provisions 
were  in  conference  relating  to  the  medi- 
care program. 

PHYSICIAN  PAYMENT 

The  House  provided  a  rather  compli- 
cated provision,  which  reflected  the  sug- 
gestions of  the  administration,  to  allow 
alternative  methods  of  paying  physicians' 
bills  under  the  supplementary  medical 
insurance  program.  The  Senate  adopted 
a  greatly  simplified  provision  which  al- 
lows a  patient  to  receive  reimbursement 
of  a  physician's  bill  on  the  basis  of  an 
unreceipted  bill.  The  conference  report 
adopts  the  Senate  provision. 

ADDITIONAL  DAYS  OF  HOSPITAL  CARE 

The  House  provided  that  a  person  who 
has  utilized  his  90  days  of  hospital  care 
may  receive  an  additional  30  days  in  any 
spell  of  illness  subject  to  a  deductible 
which  would  be  currently  set  at  $20  per 
day.  The  Senate  provided  that  in  place  of 
an  additional  30  days  for  each  spell  of 
illness,  a  recipient  be  granted  a  lifetime 
reserve  of  60  additional  days  for  use  after 
the  recipient  has  received  90  days  in  a 
spell  of  illness,  subject  to  a  deductible 
that  would  be  currently  set  at  $10  a  day. 
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The  conference  agreed  to  the  Senate  pro- 
vision regarding  the  60-day  lifetime  re- 
serve, and  the  House  provision  concern- 
ing the  $20  daily  deductible. 

DEPRECIATION  AND  INTEREST 

The  Senate  added  a  provision  under 
which  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  would  not  count  as  an 
item  of  reasonable  cost,  depreciation,  and 
interest  on  substantial  capital  items  that 
were  acquired  by  a  hospital  or  other  pro- 
vider of  services  after  being  disapproved 
by  a  State  health  planning  agency.  The 
conference  report  eliminated  this  provi- 
sion from  the  bill. 

NONPARTICIPATING  HOSPITALS 

The  Senate  added  provisions  authoriz- 
ing payments  to  be  made  under  certain 
circumstances  for  services  furnished  in  a 
hospital  that  is  not  participating  in  the 
medicare  program  These  provisions  were 
accepted  in  conference. 

BLOOD  DEDUCTIBLE 

The  House  increased  the  existing  de- 
ductible for  blood  to  require  a  2-pint 
deductible  for  the  first  pint  used  and  also 
broadened  the  deductible  to  include 
equivalent  quantities  of  packed  cells.  The 
Senate  deleted  the  requirement  of  2  pints 
for  the  first  pint  received  but  retained 
the  House  provision  allowing  for  the  use 
of  packed  cells.  The  conference  report 
accepted  the  Senate  version. 

OTHER    HEALTH  PROFESSIONS 

The  Senate  added  several  provisions 
including  the  services  of  additional 
medical  practitioners  among  those  for 
which  reimbursement  may  be  made 
under  the  supplementary  medical  in- 
surance program.  These  provisions  were 
deleted  in  conference.  There  remains  in 
the  bill,  however,  a  provision  that  was 
not  in  conference,  directing  the  Secre- 
tary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
to  study  the  need  for,  and  make  recom- 
mendations concerning,  the  extension  of 
the  medical  insurance  program  to  cover 
the  services  of  additional  types  of  health 
practitioners. 

GENERAL   ENROLLMENT  PERIOD 

The  Senate  added  a  provision,  which 
was  accepted  in  conference,  modifying 
the  provisions  of  law  relating  to  the  gen- 
eral enrollment  period,  during  which 
eligible  individuals  who  had  not  enrolled 
in  part  B  of  the  medicare  program  are 
given  an  opportunity  to  elect  coverage 
under  it.  This  provision  will  shift  the 
general  enrollment  period  from  the  last 
3  months  of  every  second  year  to  the 
first  3  months  of  every  year,  thus  mak- 
ing it  annual  rather  than  biennial.  The 
premium  rate  would  also  be  determined 
and  promulgated  annually  rather  than 
every  2  years.  In  addition,  under  the 
amendment,  persons  wishing  to  disenroll 
may  do  so  at  any  time  and  their  dis- 
enrollment  will  take  effect  at  the  close 
of  the  next  following  calendar  quarter. 
Under  present  law,  disenrollment  may  be 
effected  only  during  a  general  enroll- 
ment period. 

PUBLIC   WELFARE  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  area  of  the  public 
welfare  programs  I  believe  the  confer- 
ence committee  was  able  to  achieve  note- 
worthy improvements  in  the  provisions 
of  the  bill. 


Let  us  look  at  what  they  fuss  about. 
My  goodness  alive.  You  would  think  that 
the  American  way  of  life  was  built  on  a 
dole  system,  to  hear  some  people  talk. 
We  should  take  care  of  people  in  need, 
yes.  That  is  the  American  way  of  life, 
but  when  you  confine  the  matter  of  tak- 
ing care  of  people  in  need  to  the  mere 
handout  of  the  dollar,  you  have  not  done 
one  thing  to  help  that  person  in  need, 
because  the  minute  the  dollar  is  gone, 
he  is  still  in  that  same  position. 

Let  me  tell  you  what  it  takes.  If  a  man 
or  a  woman  has  no  training,  has  no  ca- 
pacity to  work,  how  do  you  help  them? 
How  do  you  help  them?  You  spend 
enough,  whatever  is  required,  to  see  to 
it  that  that  fellow  gets  training,  that 
that  woman  gets  training,  that  they  get 
jobs.  Is  that  not  the  way  we  do  things  in 
this  country? 

That  is  what  we  have  in  this  bill. 
There  has  been  more  misinformation 
spread  across  this  country,  I  think,  by 
people  who  do  not  want  to  do  a  darned 
thing  except  to  hand  out  a  dollar  so  long 
as  it  comes  from  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. We  are  saying  the  States  must 
change  that.  Oh,  yes,  they  are  going  to 
change  it.  But  they  are  not  going  to  be 
cruel  in  the  process.  They  are  not  going 
to  take  advantage  of  anyone  who  should 
not  be  subjected  to  training  or  to  work. 

Yes,  it  is  coercive — but  only  when  the 
State  decides  that  a  person  is  an  appro- 
priate candidate  for  training  and  work. 
There  is  nothing  in  here  that  says  a 
State  has  to  take  a  mother  away  from 
a  month-old  child — and,  of  course,  they 
would  not — and  send  her  off  to  be  trained. 

But  let  me  ask,  Mr.  Speaker,  when  is 
the  best  time  for  a  person  to  be  trained 
for  a  job  and  to  be  given  employment  or 
offered  employment?  Is  it  while  the  child 
is  under  18  years  old  and  the  mother  may 
be  25  or  30  or  35  years  of  age?  Or  is  it 
after  that  poor  soul  has  gotten  to  be  45 
or  50  years  of  age,  after  being  on  welfare 
all  those  years  ,and  after  the  minor  child, 
the  last  in  her  household,  gets  to  be  18, 
and  she  is  no  longer  eligible  for  AFDC 
payments?  What  chance  does  a  woman 
have  at  that  age  of  being  trained  and  ac- 
cepted in  employment,  when  she  has 
never  had  any  training  or  connection 
with  the  work  force? 

These  measures  are  not  just  for  econ- 
omy, because  they  do  not  bring  economy 
in  the  short  run.  We  are  asking  the 
American  Congress  to  go  along  with  us 
and  spend  more  money  on  these  people, 
and  I  will  tell  how  we  are  going  to  do 
it.  We  cannot  train  them  and  find  jobs 
through  the  employment  security  people 
at  the  State  level  without  a  cost  in 
money.  We  cannot  let  a  mother  take 
training  without  providing  a  way  to  care 
for  the  child. 

So  what  do  we  do?  We  require  States 
to  provide  day  care.  What  else  do  we  do? 
We  say  to  this  woman,  "While  you  are 
being  trained,  we  will  pay  you  more  than 
your  welfare  payments,  and  when  the 
State  puts  you  to  work,  we  will  not  pen- 
alize you  dollar  for  dollar  in  what  you 
may  make  and  take  that  out  of  your  wel- 
fare check."  What  do  we  say?  We  say  we 
are  going  to  completely  disregard  the 
first  $30  they  make  and  we  will  disregard 


all  they  make  above  that  $30  until  they 
get  to  be  self-sustaining. 

Do  not  for  1  minute  think  that  these 
States  will  not  use  many,  many  of  these 
mothers  on  AFDC  to  actually  work  in 
connection  with  these  day  care  centers, 
taking  care  of  their  own  children  and 
the  children  of  the  neighbors  who  know 
them.  There  is  nothing  wrong  with  this, 
I  say. 

I  have  been  in  this  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives for  almost  29  years.  I  have 
never  felt  any  stronger  about  any 
proposition  in  my  life.  If  there  is  any 
Member  of  this  House  who  can  be 
criticized  or  praised — and  I  am  never 
praised  for  it  in  my  country,  I  am  always 
criticized — for  having  brought,  as  the 
author,  because  I  am  chairman  of  a 
committee,  more  legislation  to  help  in 
the  field  of  welfare,  more  legislation  to 
help  with  the  problems  of  medical  ex- 
penses, more  legislation  to  provide  bene- 
fit increases  than  I,  I  do  not  know  who 
it  would  be. 

Maybe  so.  I  am  not  doing  this  out  of 
any  feeling  against  anybody.  I  am  doing 
it  as  an  individual  member  of  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee,  and  I  think  the 
committee  is  doing  it  because  the  com- 
mittee feels  that  in  the  overall,  in  the 
long  run,  if  100,000,  or  150,000  of  these 
people  in  the  course  of  a  year  can  be 
made  self-supporting,  we  are  doing  for 
them  and  for  the  American  people  that 
which  should  be  done.  We  are  not  strik- 
ing at  anybody,  but  there  is  a  desire  to 
help. 

They  say,  "But  we  have  got  a  freeze 
in  here."  Yes,  we  have  got  a  freeze.  We 
had  it  in  the  House  bill  when  the  House 
voted  for  it  and  passed  it  in  August.  We 
have  brought  it  up  to  date.  We  have 
made  it  with  respect  to  January  1968, 
instead  of  January  1967.  We  have  elimi- 
nated all  consideration  of  those  on  AFDC 
above  the  age  of  18,  who  might  be  going 
to  school.  We  do  not  want  them  to  be 
taken  into  it. 

We  have  said  to  the  States  that  on 
January  each  year  they  will  make  an  esti- 
mate of  the  total  child  population  within 
that  State  and  they  may  not  receive  Fed- 
eral funds  for  a  higher  percentage  of 
that  child  population  that  they  have  in 
January  of  1968.  Bear  in  mind  that  this 
relationship  recognizes  increases  in  child 
population.  As  the  child  population  in  a 
State  goes  up,  this  goes  up. 

We  tried  in  1962  to  get  the  States  to 
provide  this  training  and  to  put  it  into 
effect.  They  refused  to  do  it.  If  we  do  not 
put  some  degree  of  coercion  upon  the 
States,  in  my  opinion  they  are  going  to 
be  perfectly  willing  to  do  as  they  have 
done  in  the  past,  to  hand  out  a  welfare 
check  and  not  do  anything  more  for  these 
poor  people  who  need  everything  man 
can  do  to  improve  their  condition  to  be 
done  for  them. 

Yes,  this  freeze  provision  is  for  the  pur- 
pose of  putting  pressure  on  the  States, 
to  make  the  rest  of  the  program  work, 
and  only  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  should  like  to  say  to 
the  gentleman  and  to  the  House  that 
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the  Senate  made  295  amendments  of  one 
kind  or  another,  which  were  not  included 
in  the  House  bill.  I  would  say,  on  behalf 
of  the  conferees  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle,  that  each  one  of  these  amend- 
ments was  considered  in  detail  by  the 
conferees. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Bo- 
land  ) .  The  time  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self 1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  should  like  to  commend 
the  gentleman  in  the  well,  who  sat  as 
chairman  of  that  conference,  for  hav- 
ing done  one  of  the  most  conscientious 
jobs  I  have  seen  since  I  have  been  in  the 
Congress. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  thank  my  colleague  from 
Louisiana,  who  stood  shoulder  to  shoul- 
der with  all  the  other  conferees. 

This  conference  report  was  signed  by 
all  of  the  House  Members.  It  was  signed 
by  all  the  Senate  Members  of  that  con- 
ference. I  believe  we  have  brought  back 
a  bill  the  Members  can  go  along  with, 
if  they  voted  for  the  bill  that  passed 
the  House  in  August. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  May  I 
establish  a  stipulated  set  of  facts  before 
propounding  the  question. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  cannot  yield  additional 
time,  because  I  have  commitments. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  I  want  to 
make  sure  the  question  is  in  context. 

There  are  some  2.8  million  adult 
Americans  whose  need  is  such  that  they 
receive  monthly  public  assistance  pay- 
ments. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  time 
of  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  has 
again  expired. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Very  well.  I  yield  myself 
1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  There  are 
some  2.8  million  Americans  whose  need 
is  such  that  they  receive  monthly  public 
assistance  payments  in  this  country. 

Under  this  bill,  I  charge,  under  no  cir- 
cumstances at  all,  will  about  IVz  million 
of  those  people  be  able  to  get  one  nickel 
of  grant  increase  if  this  bill  becomes  law 
and  any  permitted  or  authorized  action 
by  all  States  takes  place. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Is  the  gentleman  asking 
me  a  question? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  I  want  to 
complete  the  question,  and  the  chairman 
can  respond. 

Mr.  MILLS.  All  right. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  There  are 
IV2  million  adults  in  this  country  who 
receive  public  assistance  and  have  no 
other  outside  income  at  all  who  will  not 
receive  a  nickel  under  this  bill;  right  or 
wrong? 

Mr.  MILLS.  The  bill  provides  for  the 
gentleman's  Governor  in  California  and 
for  my  Governor  in  Arkansas  to  disre- 
gard any  type  of  income  up  to  $7.50  a 
month  of  those  who  receive  public  as- 
sistance, but  they  are  not  required  to  do 
it. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  I  am  not 
talking  about  the  1.3  million  with  out- 
side income.  I  am  talking  about  the  IY2 
million  who  do  not  have  social  security. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  time 
of  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  has 
again  expired. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self 1  additional  minute. 

If  I  understand  what  the  gentleman  is 
talking  about,  he  wants  to  know  why  we 
did  not  put  additional  money  in  here  for 
people  on  welfare.  Is  that  what  he  is 
talking  about? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  For  the 
aged  and  the  crippled. 

Mr.  MILLS.  That  was  not  in  the  bill  as 
passed  by  the  House.  I  believe  the  gentle- 
man voted  for  it.  The  Senate  did  not 
put  it  in.  How  could  we  bring  it  back 
from  conference? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  The  Sen- 
ate did  put  in  a  provision. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  understand  that  was  a 
mandatory  provision  for  the  same  people 
who  get  social  security. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  The 
chairman  is  not  correct,  and  the  record 
will  so  reflect. 

Mr.  MILLS.  What  the  conference  did 
was  to  say  everybody  getting  social  se- 
curity who  also  gets  welfare  will  have 
$7.50  of  his  social  security  increase 
passed  through  without  any  reduction  in 
welfare.  However,  the  gentleman's  ques- 
tion is  very  specific,  so  permit  me  to 
respond  in  more  detail  later. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  appreciate  the  gentle- 
man's yielding. 

May  I  say  to  the  Chair  and  to  the 
House : 

I  cannot  imagine  this  House  going 
home  and  not  giving  this  13-percent  in- 
crease to  24  million  Americans  who  need 
it.  As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  if  we  can- 
not meet  this  week's  adjournment  dead- 
line without  adopting  this  conference  re- 
port, we  will  stay  here  until  we  do  adopt 
it.  I  cannot  understand  why  anyone — on 
the  grounds  that  there  are  certain  provi- 
sions that  he  does  not  like — would  try 
to  block  this  help  for  these  people.  I 
would  like  to  make  changes  in  the  bill 
myself,  but  I  am  not  going  to  vote 
against  it  because  I  may  not  agree  with 
every  provision  in  it. 

As  I  understand  it — and  the  chair- 
man can  correct  me  if  I  am  wrong — it 
takes  about  2  months  to  get  these  checks 
out. 

Mr.  MILLS.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  If  we  fool  around  here 
and  do  not  get  this  bill  passed,  it  may 
be  April  or  May  before  these  checks 
start  getting  out.  Winter  will  be  over 
and  some  of  these  people  will  be  dead 
and  gone. 

Mr.  MILLS.  If  we  pass  it  in  December, 
they  will  not  receive  $1  of  it  until  the 
third  day  of  April  because  of  the  delay 
in  getting  the  computers  adjusted  and 
the  checks  sent  out. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  So  I  hope  at  this  stage 
of  the  game  we  will  pass  the  bill.  The 
House  passed  the  bill  originally  and  the 
conferees  have  agreed  to  it.  The  admin- 
istration can  send  up  an  recommenda- 
tion it  deems  advisable  for  corrective  ac- 
tion or  additional  action  next  year.  But 
let  us  pass  this  bill  and  give  these  24 
million  Americans  this  13  percent. 


Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  discuss 
these  welfare  amendments  by  category. 

WORK  INCENTIVE  PROGRAM 

One  area  of  the  bill  on  which  I  believe 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee  spent  -a 
great  deal  of  its  time,  in  considering  this 
legislation  in  executive  session,  relates  to 
the  proposals  to  provide  employment  and 
training  to  appropriate  recipients  under 
the  aid  to  families  with  dependent  chil- 
dren program.  The  House  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  also  labored  long  and 
hard  over  these  provisions  in  the  House 
version  of  the  bill.  I  believe  that  the  pro- 
visions agreed  upon,  which  generally 
speaking  follow  the  Senate  Finance  Com- 
mittee bill,  reflect  the  work  of  both 
committees. 

These  provisions  are  lengthy  and  in- 
volve a  number  of  technicalities  which 
time  does  not  permit  me  to  discuss  in  de- 
tail. I  want  to  mention,  however,  one  or 
two  of  the  actions  taken  by  the  confer- 
ence committee  with  respect  to  some  of 
these  provisions. 

One  of  the  improvements  made  by  the 
Senate  was  to  spell  out  certain  classes  of 
individuals  who  could  not  be  required  to 
participate  in  employment  or  training 
at  the  expense  of  having  his  welfare  pay- 
ment discontinued — a  sick  person,  for  ex- 
ample, or  a  person  remote  from  a  project. 
Included  among  these  categories  of  per- 
sons, as  the  bill  passed  the  Senate,  were 
mothers  of  preschool  children  and 
mothers  of  schoolchildren  under  16  dur- 
ing hours  when  such  children  arejiot  at- 
tending school.  Both  of  these  exclusions 
were  eliminated  by  the  conference  re- 
port. The  conferees  were  in  agreement 
that  other  provisions  of  the  bill  stating 
that  only  appropriate  individuals  could 
be  required  to  participate  afford  adequate 
protection  for  mothers  of  these  children 
where  circumstances  dictate  that  they 
should  not  have  to  participate  in  a 
program. 

Another  provision  relating  to  the 
work-incentive  program  altered  in  con- 
ference relates  to  the  amount  of  training 
allowance  a  person  undergoing  institu- 
tionalized training  will  receive.  The  Sen- 
ate provided  a  $20-a-week  allowance. 
The  conference  report  provides  an  allow- 
ance of  $30  a  month. 

The  Department  of  Labor  will  utilize 
the  services  of  State  employment  agen- 
cies in  carrying  out  its  functions  under 
these  provisions  of_the  bill. 

The  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
will  be  looking  very  carefully  at  the  ad- 
ministration of  this  new  program.  I  am 
confident  that  both  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and  the 
Department  of  Labor  will  make  every 
effort  to  see  that  this  bold  new  program 
is  successful  in  reducing  the  dependency 
of  many  who  would  otherwise  be  required 
to  rely  on  the  aid  to  families  with  de- 
pendent children  program  for  family 
support. 

AFDC  FREEZE 

The  House  provided  a  limitation  on 
Federal  matching  with  respect  to  pay- 
ments under  the  AFDC  program  involv- 
ing families  on  the  rolls  due  to  the  ab- 
sence of  a  parent.  The  Senate  eliminated 
this  provision.  The  conference  report  re- 
stores this  provision  with  amendments 
designed  to  avoid  unintentional  results 
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which  possibly  could  have  arisen  under 
the  House  bill.  The  conference  report 
bases  the  limitation  on  population 
figures  for  January  1968  rather  than 
January  1967,  makes  the  limitation  effec- 
tive after  June  30,  1968,  rather  than 
December  31,  1967,  and  eliminates  chil- 
dren age  18  or  over  from  consideration 
in  applying  the  limitation.  With  these 
modifications,  I  am  sure  that  the  States 
will  be  able  to  implement  the  bill's  provi- 
sions designed  to  reduce  dependency  of 
AFDC  recipients  with  the  result  that  this 
limitation  provision  will  not  necessitate 
that  any  person  be  denied  benefits  under 
the  program.  This  conclusion  is  substan- 
tiated by  the  cost  estimates  relating  to 
the  welfare  provisions  of  the  bill  fur- 
nished to  the  conference  committee  by 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare.  The  Department's  figures 
indicate  that  there  will  be  no  savings  in 
Federal  funds  resulting  from  the  enact- 
ment of  the  limitation  provision.  If  the 
Department  believed  that  this  provision 
would  limit  Federal  participation  in  any 
way,  then  its  cost  estimates  would  have 
to  show  a  savings  as  a  result  of  the  en- 
actment of  the  provision. 

If  the  limitation  provision  is  not  ex- 
pected to  cut  down  on  Federal  partici- 
pation, then  why  is  it  in  the  bill? 

It  is  there  to  get  the  States  to  act  on 
the  other  provisions  of  the  bill  requiring 
them  to  do  something  to  reduce  depend- 
ency and  totake  people  off  welfare  who 
should  not  be  there.  It  is  as  simple  as 
that.  We  passed  legislation  in  1962  de- 
signed to  take  persons  off  the  welfare 
rolls  but  the  results  obtained  within  the 
States  have  been  less  than  startling.  Now 
we  are  furnishing  a  prod  to  obtain  some 
results  from  the  State  welfare  agencies. 

EARNINGS  EXEMPTION 

The  House  provided  AFDC  recipients, 
with  additional  incentives  to  increase 
their  family  income  through  earnings, 
by  exempting  a  portion  of  such  earnings 
in  determining  need  under  the  program. 
The  House  exempted  all  earnings  of  re- 
cipients who  are  under  age  16  or  who  are 
age  16  to  21  if  in  full-time  school  at- 
tendance, and  the  first  $30  of  other  fam- 
ily earnings  plus  one-third  of  the  re- 
mainder of  family  earnings. 

The  Senate  increased  the  family  earn- 
ings figures  to  $50  and  50  percent  and 
exempted  all  earnings  of  a  child  who  is 
a  part-time  student  not  employed  full 
time. 

The  conference  report  adopted  the 
House  version  with  respect  to  the  exemp- 
tion of  family  earnings  and  the  Senate 
provision  relating  to  part-time  students. 

HOME  REPAIRS 

The  House  bill  authorized  Federal  par- 
ticipation in  payments  of  up  to  $500  for 
repairs  of  a  home  owned  by  recipients 
of  assistance  under  the  aged,  blind,  or 
permanently  and  totally  disabled  pro- 
grams. The  Senate  added  homeowner 
recipients  under  the  AFDC  program  to 
this  provision.  The  conference  report  ac- 
cepted the  Senate  amendment. 

LOCATION  OP  DESERTING  PARENTS 

The  Senate  provided  that  State  AFDC 
plans  provide  procedures  for  locating 
certain  deserting  parents  by  obtaining 
information  on  the  location  of  such  par- 


ents from  the  files  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and  the 
Internal  Revenue  Service,  and  that  such 
deserting  parents  could  become  liable  to 
the  United  States  for  unpaid  portions 
of  a  court  support  order  which  would 
be  subject  to  collection  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury.  The  conference  report 
accepted  the  Senate  provisions  on  ob- 
taining information  on  the  location  of 
deserting  parents  but  omitted  the  pro- 
visions relating  to  establishment  of  lia- 
bility to  the  Unted  States  and  collection 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

TITLE  XIX  MEDICAID  PROGRAM 

TITLE  XIX  LIMITATION 

The  House  provided  a  limitation  on 
Federal  matching  under  the  medical  as- 
sistance program  of  title  XIX.  Under 
this  limitation  States  would  be  limited  in 
setting  maximum  income  eligibility 
levels  for  Federal  matching  purposes  to 
the  lower  of,  first,  133  V3  percent  of 
AFDC  payments,  or  second,  133  y3  per- 
cent of  State  per  capita  income  applied 
to  a  family  of  four.  The  Senate  modified 
this  test  by  eliminating  the  test  based  on 
per  capita  income  and  by  providing  that 
eligibility  be  limited  to  persons  whose  in- 
come does  not  exceed  150  percent  of 
State  old-age  assistance  standards.  In 
addition,  the  Senate  provided  reduced 
Federal  matching  with  respect  to  title 
XIX  recipients  who  are  not  cash  as- 
sistance recipients.  The  conference  re- 
port accepted  the  House  bill  but  elimi- 
nated the  limitation  based  on  State  per 
capita  income  and  provided  that  persons 
eligible  to  receive  cash  assistance  will  be 
exempt  from  the  limitation. 

DIRECT  BILLING 

The  House  permitted  the  States  to 
make  direct  payments  to  title  XIX  re- 
cipients to  meet  the  cost  of  physicians' 
services  but  limited  this  authority  to  ap- 
plication to  individuals  who  are  not  re- 
ceiving cash  assistance.  The  Senate  per- 
mitted this  to  apply  to  dentists'  services 
as  well  as  those  of  physicians,  and  ex- 
tended its  application  to  cash  assistance 
recipients,  under  safeguards  to  assure 
quality  and  reasonableness  of  charges. 
The  conference  report  adopted  the  Sen- 
ate provisions  including  dentists'  serv- 
ices but  omitted  the  Senate  provision 
extending  the  provision  to  cash  assist- 
ance recipients. 

SKILLED  NURSING  HOME  STANDARDS  AND  LI- 
CENSING OF  NURSING  HOME  ADMINISTRA- 
TORS 

The  Senate  added  State  plan  require- 
ments relating  to  standards  to  be  met  by 
skilled  nursing  homes  participating  in 
the  medicaid  program  and  licensing  of 
skilled  nursing  home  administrators. 
These  provisions  were  accepted  in  con- 
ference. 

INTERMEDIATE  CARE 

The  Senate  provided  Federal  partici- 
pation in  vendor  payments  to  intermedi- 
ate care  facilities  under  the  aged,  blind, 
and  permanently  and  totally  disabled 
programs  for  care  of  recipients  whose 
condition  does  not  require  skilled  nurs- 
ing home  care.  These  provisions  were 
accepted  in  the  conference  report  with 
amendments  relating  to  safety  and  sani- 
tation standards  and  the  inclusion  of 
Christian  Science  sanatoriums. 


SHELTER  COSTS 

The  Senate  provided  that  a  State  may 
establish  different  income  eligibility 
levels  under  its  title  XI_X  plan,  which 
recognize  variations  in  shelter  costs  be- 
tween urban  and  rural  areas.  The  provi- 
sion was  accepted  in  conference. 

OTHER  PROVISIONS 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  were  numerous 
other  provisions  in  conference  which 
Members  will  find  described  in  the  con- 
ference report  and  in  the  summary  of 
the  bill's  provisions  which  I  will  have  in- 
cluded at  the  conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

DRUGS 

One  group  of  these  provisions  deserves 
comment  at  this  time.  These  were  the 
provisions  in  the  Senate  bill  providing 
for  controls  over  cost  and  quality  of 
drugs  prescribed  under  the  various  pro- 
grams of  the  Social  Security  Act.  These 
provisions  were  deleted  in  the  confer- 
ence report,  but  a  compromise  provision 
was  adopted  requiring  the  States  to 
adopt  methods  and  procedures  under 
their  title  XIX  plans  to  assure  that  pay- 
ments— including  payments  for  drugs 
provided  under  the  plans — are  not  in  ex- 
cess of  reasonable  charges  consistent 
with  efficiency,  economy,  and  quality  of 
care. 

Mr.  Speaker,  an  enormous  amount  of 
time  has  been  devoted  by  both  the  House 
and  the  Senate  in  developing  this  legisla- 
tion. I  hope  the  conference  report  will  be 
voted  up. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  at  this  point  a 
summary  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill 
and  various  tables  concerning  the  effects 
of  the  legislation  on  the  social  security 
and  public  welfare  programs: 
Summary  of  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1967 

old-age  survivors,  disability,  and  health 

insurance  programs 
Old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
Increase  in  Social  Security  Benefits 

The  amendments  provide  an  increase  in 
benefit  payments  of  13  percent  for  all  bene- 
ficiaries on  the  social  security  rolls.  The  aver- 
age monthly  benefit  paid  to  a  retired  worker 
with  an  eligible  wife  now  on  the  rolls  is 
increased  from  $145  to  $165.  The  minimum 
benefit  for  a  worker  retiring  at  age  65  is  in- 
creased from  $44  to  $55  a  month.  Monthly 
benefits  will  range  from  $55  to  $160.50,  for 
retired  workers  now  on  social  security  rolls 
who  began  to  draw  benefits  at  age  65  or  later. 

The  amount  of  earnings  subject  to  tax  and 
used  in  the  computation  of  benefits  is  in- 
creased from  $6,600  to  $7,800  in  1968. 

The  $168  maximum  benefit  (based  on 
average  monthly  earnings  of  $550 — or  $6,600 
per  year)  eventually  payable  under  present 
law  would  be  increased  to  $189.90.  The  in- 
crease in  the  amount  of  earnings  that  can 
be  used  in  the  benefit  computation  would 
result  in  a  maximum  benefit  of  $218  (based 
on  average  monthly  earnings  of  $650-$7.800 
a  year)  in  the  future.  The  maximum  bene- 
fits payable  to  a  family  on  a  single  earnings 
record  is  $434.40.  To  qualify  for  the  maximum 
retirement  benefits  just  outlined,  a  wage 
earner  who  retires  at  age  65  in  the  future 
must  have  earned  the  maximum  under  the 
new  earnings  bases  for  a  number  of  years. 

Effective  date. — The  increased  benefits 
are  first  payable  for  the  month  of  February 
1968  and  will  be  reflected  in  checks  received 
early  in  March.  It  is  estimated  that  22.9  mil- 
lion people  are  paid  increased  benefits. 
More  than  $3  billion  in  additional  benefits 
will  be  paid  in  the  first  12  months. 
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Special  Benefits  for  People  Age  72  and  Over 
The  special  payments  made  to  uninsured 
individuals  aged  72  and  over  are  increased 
from  $35  to  $40  a  month  for  a  single  person 
and  from  $52.50  to  $60  a  month  for  a  couple. 

Effective  date. — The  increased  benefits  will 
be  first  payable  for  February  1968  and  will 
be  reflected  in  checks  received  in  March  1968. 
Limitation  on  Wife's  Benefit 
The  amendments  limit  the  wife's  benefit 
to  a  maximum  of  $105  a  month.  The  effect 
of  this  provision  will  not  generally  be  felt 
until  many  years  into  the  future. 

The  Retirement  Test 

The  amendments  provide  for  an  increase 
from  $1,500  to  $1,680  in  the  amount  of  an- 
nual earnings  a  beneficiary  under  age  72 
can  have  without  having  any  benefits  with- 
held. Provision  is  made  for  an  increase  from 
$125  to  $140  in  the  amount  of  monthly  earn- 
ings a  person  can  have  and  still  get  a  benefit 
for  the  month.  The  bill  provides  that  $1  in 
benefits  be  withheld  for  each  $2  of  earnings 
between  $1,680  and  $2,880  and  $1  in  benefits 
for  each  $1  in  earnings  above  $2,880. 

Effective  date. — The  provision  is  effective 
for  earnings  in  1968.  It  is  estimated  that 
about   175   million  in   additional  benefits 
would  be  paid  for  1968  to  76,000  people. 
Benefits  for  Disabled  Widows  and  Widowers 

The  amendments  provide  for  the  payment 
of  monthly  benefits  to  certain  disabled 
widows  and  widowers  of  deceased  workers 
who  are  between  the  ages  of  50  and  62.  If  a 
disabled  widow  or  widower  first  receives 
benefits  at  age  50,  then  the  benefit  would 
be  50  percent  of  the  primary  insurance 
amount.  The  amount  payable  would  increase 
up  to  82V2  percent  of  the  primary  insurance 
amount,  depending  on  the  age  at  which 
benefits  began.  The  reduction  would  con- 
tinue to  apply  to  benefits  which  were  paid 
after  the  recipient  reached  age  62. 

A  widow  or  widower  would  be  deemed  dis- 
abled only  if  the  disability  is  one  that,  under 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  would  pre- 
clude any  gainful  activity. 

To  be  eligible  for  the  benefits,  the  widow 
or  widower  must  have  become  totally  dis- 
abled not  later  than  7  years  after  the  spouse's 
death,  or  in  the  case  of  a  widowed  mother, 
before  the  end  of  her  benefits  as  a  mother 
or  within  7  years  thereafter. 

Effective  date. — About  65,000  disabled 
widows  and  widowers  could  be  eligible  for 
benefits  'and  about  60  million  in  benefits 
would  be  paid  during  the  first  12  months  of 
operation.  Benefits  would  be  payable  starting 
for  February  1968. 

Dependency  of  a  Child  on  the  Mother 

The  amendments  provide  that  a  child  will 
be  considered  dependent  on  the  mother  un- 
der the  same  conditions  that  he  Is  now  con- 
sidered dependent  on  the  father.  As  a  result, 
a  child  could  be  entitled  to  benefits  if  the 
mother  was  either  fully  or  currently  insured 
at  the  time  she  died,  retired,  or  became  dis- 
abled. Under  present  law  a  mother  must 
have  currently  insured  status  (six  out  of  the 
last  13  quarters  ending  with  death,  retire- 
ment, or  disability)  unless  she  was  actually 
supporting  the  child. 

Effective  date. — Benefits  will  be  payable 
beginning  for  February  1968.  It  is  estimated 
that  175,000  children  will  be  eligible  for 
benefits  and  that  $83  million  in  additional 
benefits  will  be  payable  in  the  first  12 
months. 

Insured  Status  for  Workers  Disabled  While 
Young 

The  amendments  will  allow  a  worker  who 
becomes  disabled  before  the  age  of  31  to 
qualify  for  disability  insurance  if  he  worked 
in  one-half  of  the  quarters  between  the  time 
he  is  21  and  the  time  he  is  disabled,  or  alter- 
natively if  he  works  in  six  quarters  out  of  the 
last  12.  This  requirement  would  be  an  alter- 
native to  the  present  requirement  that  the 


worker  must  have  had  a  total  of  5  years  out 
of  the  last  10  years  in  covered  employment. 

Effective  date. — Benefits  would  be  payable 
for  February  1968  on  the  basis  of  applications 
filed  in  or  after  December  1967. 

Additional  Wage  Credits  for  Servicemen 

For  social  security  benefit  purposes,  the 
amendments  will  provide  that  in  the  future 
-ihe  pay  of  a  person  in  the  uniformed  service 
would  be  deemed  to  be  $100  a  month  more 
than  his  basic  pay.  The  additional  cost  of 
paying  the  benefits  resulting  from  this  pro- 
vision would  be  paid  out  of  general  revenues. 
Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund 

The  amendments  increase  the  percentage 
of  taxable  wages  appropriated  to  the  dis- 
ability insurance  trust  fund  (now  at  0.70  of 
1  percent)  to  0.95  of  1  percent  and  would 
increase  the  percentage  of  self-employment 
income  (now  at  0.525  of  1  percent)  to  0.7125 
of  1  percent. 

Extension  of  Retroactivity  of  Disability 
Applications 

The  amendments  allow  a  longer  period  of 
time  after  termination  of  disability  for  the 
filing  of  a  disability  freeze  application  by  an 
individual  whose  mental  or  physical  disabil- 
ity interfered  with  his  filing  a  timely  appli- 
cation. This  would  enable  workers  who  are 
totally  disabled  over  an  extended  period  but 
fail  to  file  timely  applications  to  nevertheless 
have  the  period  of  disability  frozen,  and  thus 
not  counted  against  them  in  subsequent  de- 
terminations as  to  whether  they  are  insured 
for  social  security  benefits  or  the  amount  of 
such  benefits. 

The  provision,  however,  does  not  apply  to 
monthly  disability  benefits. 
Children  Adopted  by  Disability  Beneficiaries 

The  amendments  provide  that  a  child 
adopted  by  a  person  who  is  getting  disability 
benefits  can  become  entitled  to  benefits  if 
(a)  the  adoption  takes  place  in  the  United 
States,  (b)  it  was  under  the  supervision  of 
a  public  or  private  child-placement  agency, 
(c)  the  disabled  individual  had  resided  in 
the  United  States  for  the  year  prior  to  the 
adoption,  and  (d).  the  child  is  under  18  at  the 
time  of  adoption. 

Effective  date. — The  provision  is  effective 
for  benefits  for  February  1968  based  on  appli- 
cations filed  in  and  after  December  1967. 
Coverage  of  Ministers 

The  amendments  permit  a  clergyman 
(other  than  members  of  the  religious  orders 
who  have  taken  a  vow  of  poverty)  to  elect 
not  to  be  covered  if  he  is  conscientiously 
opposed  to  social  security  coverage,  or  if  he 
opposes  such  coverage  on  grounds  of  religious 
principle. 

Coverage  of  State  and  Local  Employees  In- 
eligible for  Membership  in  a  State  Retire- 
ment System 

The  amendments  facilitate  social  security 
coverage  for  workers  in  positions  under  a 
State  or  local  government  retirement  sys- 
tem who  are  not  eligible  to  Join  the  system. 
Under  present  law,  these  workers  cannot  be 
covered  under  social  security  in  connection 
with  the  procedure  for  extending  coverage  to 
members  of  a  retirement  system  by  means 
of  the  provision  permitting  specified  States 
to  cover  only  those  members  of  a  retirement 
system  who  desire  coverage.  The  amendments 
would  permit  these  workers  to  be  covered 
under  this  procedure. 

State  and  Local  Coverage  in  Illinois 

The  amendments  add  Illinois  to  the  list 
of  States  (19  under  present  law)  which  are 
permitted  to  extend  social  security  coverage 
to  those  current  members  of  a  State  or  local 
retirement  system  who  desire  coverage,  with 
all  future  employees  being  compulsorily 
covered. 

Firemen  in  Puerto  Rico 
The  amendments  add  Puerto  Rico  to  the 
list  of  States  which  may  provide  social  secu- 
rity coverage  for  policemen  and  firemen. 


Firemen  in  Nebraska 
The  amendments  validate  social  security 
coverage  for  certain  firemen  in  Nebraska  for 
whom  social  security  taxes  were  erroneously 
paid. 

Coverage  of  Firemen 
The  amendments  provide  that  social  se- 
curity coverage  can  be  extended  to  firemen 
in  States  not  specifically  granted  that  right 
if  the  Governor  of  the  State  certifies  that 
the  total  benefit  protection  of  firemen  would 
be  improved  as  a  result.  However,  the  di- 
vided retirement  system  could  not  be  used 
and  the  firemen  would  have  to  be  brought 
into  coverage  as  a  separate  group  and  not 
as  part  of  a  group  which  includes  persons 
other  than  firemen. 

Coverage  for  Erroneously  Reported  Former 
State  or  Local  Government  Employees 
The  amendments  permit  a  State,  when  it 
provides  retroactive  coverage  for  a  coverage 
group  under  a  modification  of  the  State's 
agreement,  to  provide  retroactive  coverage 
for  former  employees  of  the  coverage  group 
with  respect  to  earnings  that  previously  had 
been  erroneously  reported  for  them  for  quar- 
ters in  the  retroactive  period,  if  no  refund 
has  been  made  of  the  taxes  paid  on  the 
erroneously  reported  earnings. 

State  and  Local  Employees  Receiving  Fees 
The  amendments  modify  the  social  security 
coverage  provisions  applying  to  State  and 
local  government  employees  who  are  compen- 
sated solely  on  a  fee  basis  (such  as  constables 
and  justices  of  the  peace).  Under  present 
law,  fee-basis  employees,  like  other  State  and 
local  government  employees,  may  be  covered 
only  under  a  State  coverage  agreement.  Under 
the  amendments,  in  the  case  of  employees 
who  are  compensated  solely  on  a  fee  basis, 
fees  received  after  1967  which  are  not  covered 
under  a  State  agreement  would  be  covered 
under  the  self-employment  provisions  of  law, 
except  that  people  in  fee-basis  positions  in 
1968  could  elect  not  to  have  their  fees 
covered  under  the  self-employment  provi- 
sions. Under  the  amendments  a  State  could, 
as  under  presnt  law,  modify  its  coverage 
agreement  to  provide  coverage  for  fee-basis 
employees  as  employees.  However,  unlike 
present  law,  the  amendments  permit  States 
to  remove  from  coverage  under  its  agreement 
persons  who  are  compensated  solely  on  a  fee 
basis. 

Family  Employment 
The  amendments  extend  social  security 
coverage  to  employment  performed  in  the 
private  home  of  the  employer  by  a  parent 
In  the  employ  of  his  son  or  daughter.  The 
employment  would  be  covered  if  the  son  or 
daughter  is  (a)  a  widow  or  widower  with  a 
child  under  age  18  or  a  disabled  child  or 
(b)  a  person  with  such  a  child  who  either 
is  divorced  or  has  a  disabled  spouse.  The 
amendments  would  continue  to  exclude  from 
coverage  employment  performed  in  a  private 
home  by  a  parent  when  these  conditions  are 
not  met,  employment  of  a  child  under  age  21 
by  his  parent,  and  employment  of  a  husband 
or  wife  by  the  spouse. 

Employees  of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
Authority 

The  amendments  permit  the  State  of 
Massachusetts  to  modify  its  agreement  for 
social  security  coverage  so  as  to  exclude 
employees  of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
Authority  who  are  in  positions  being  brought 
into  a  new  State  retirement  system. 

Children  Adopted  by  Surviving  Spouse 

The  amendments  permit  a  child  adopted 
by  a  surviving  spouse  to  get  benefits  even 
though  the  adoption  is  not  completed  within 
2  years  after  the  worker's  death,  if  adoption 
proceedings  had  begun  before  the  worker 
died. 

Effective  date. — The  provision  would  be 
effective  for  monthly  benefits  for  February 
1968  based  on  applications  filed  in  and  after 
December  1967. 
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Recovery  of  Overpayments 
The  amendments  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  HEW  to  recover  overpaid  benefits  by  re- 
quiring the  overpaid  beneficiary  or  his  estate 
to  refund  the  overpayment  or  by  withholding 
the  benefits  payable  to  him,  his  estate  or  to 
any  other  person  entitled  to  benefits  on  the 
same  earnings  record.  (Under  present  law, 
overpayments  may  be  recovered  from  the 
overpaid  person  while  he  is  getting  benefits, 
but  recovery  may  not  be  made  from  any 
other  person  getting  benefits  on  the  same 
account.  There  is  no  specific  provision  for 
recovering  an  overpayment  while  the  bene- 
ficiary is  alive  if  he  is  not  getting  benefits.) 
Benefits  Paid  on  Basis  of  Erroneous  Reports 
of  Death  in  Military  Service 
The  amendments  provide  that  all  benefits 
paid  on  the  basis  of  official  reports  of  death 
in  military  service  issued  by  the  Department 
of  Defense  will  be  considered  lawful  pay- 
ments even  though  it  is  later  determined  that 
the  person  who  was  reported  dead  it  still 
alive. 

Effective  date. — The  provision  will  apply  to 
all  payments  made  to  payees  who  get  bene- 
fits for  December  1967  or  later. 

Underpayments 

The  amendments  provide  that  amounts 
due  under  the  supplementary  medical  insur- 
ance program  after  the  beneficiary's  death 
be  paid  to  the  person  who  paid  for  the  serv- 
ices, either  before  or  after  the  beneficiary's 
death,  or  to  the  person  who  provided  the 
services.  (If  the  person  who  paid  for  the 
services  is  the  decedent,  the  payment  would 
be  made  to  the  legal  representative  of  his 
estate  if  there  is  one.)  Otherwise  the  benefits 
will  be  paid  under  the  following  uniform  or- 
der of  payment  for  both  cash  benefits  and 
part  B  benefits: 

1.  Spouse  living  with  the  individual  at 
time  of  his  death  or  to  the  spouse  not  living 
with  individual  but  entitled  to  benefits  on 
the  same  earnings  record. 

2.  Child  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same 
earnings  record. 

3.  Parent  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same 
earnings  record. 

4.  Spouse  who  was  neither  entitled  to 
benefits  on  the  same  earnings  record  nor  liv- 
ing with  the  individual. 

5.  Child  not  entitled  to  benefits  on  the 
same  earnings  record. 

6.  Parent  not  entitled  to  benefits  on  the 
same  earnings  record. 

7.  Legal  representative  of  the  individual's 
estate,  if  any. 

Simplification  of  Benefit  Computation 
Where  wages  earned  before  1951  are  used 
to  compute  social  security  benefits,  the 
amendments  allow  certain  assumptions  to  be 
made  so  that  the  benefit  could  be  computed 
by  use  of  electronic  data  processing  equip- 
ment. 

Definitions  of  "Widow,"  "Widower,"  and 
"Stepchild" 

The  amendments  provide  a  change  in  the 
definition  of  "widow,"  "widower,"  and  "step- 
child" so  that  they  will  be  considered  as 
such  for  social  security  purposes  if  the  mar- 
riage existed  for  9  months,  or,  in  the  case 
of  death  in  line  of  duty  in  the  uniformed 
service,  and  in  case  of  accidental  death,  if 
the  marriage  existed  for  3  months,  unless  it 
is  determined  that  the  deceased  inidvidual 
could  not  have  reasonably  been  expected  to 
live  for  9  months  at  the  time  the  marriage 
occurred.  Under  present  law  a  marriage  must 
have  existed  for  12  months. 
Requirements  for  Husband's  and  Widower's 
Insurance  Benefits 

The  amendments  eliminate  the  require- 
ment in  present  law  that  a  dependent  hus- 
band or  widower  may  become  entitled  to 
social  security  benefits  on  his  wife's  earn- 
ings only  if  his  wife  Is  currently  insured  at 
the  time  she  died,  became  disabled,  or  re- 
tired. 


Disability  Benefits  Affected  by  the  Receipt  of 
Worksmen's  Compensation 

The  amendments  modify  the  provisions  in 
present  law  for  determining  the  amount  of 
combined  social  security  and  workmen's 
compensation  benefits  that  can  be  paid  when 
a  disabled  worker  is  eligible  under  both  pro- 
grams. In  cases  where  social  security  disabil- 
ity benefits  are  subject  to  reduction  because 
the  combined  benefits  would  otherwise  ex- 
ceed 80  percent  of  the  disabled  worker's  av- 
erage current  earnings,  the  computation  of 
average  earnings  can  include  earnings  in  ex- 
cess of  the  annual  amount  taxable  under 
social  security. 

Extension  of  Time  for  Filing  Reports  of 
Earnings 

The  amendments  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to  grant 
an  extension  of  the  time  in  which  a  person 
may  file  the  report  of  earnings  required  for 
retirement  test  purposes  if  there  is  a  valid 
reason  for  his  not  filing  it  on  time.  Permis- 
sion to  file  a  late  report  may  be  given  in 
advance  of  the  date  on  which  the  report  is 
to  be  filed. 

Penalty  for  Failure  to  File  Timely  Reports  of 
Earnings 

The  amendments  eliminate  the  possibility 
of  imposing  on  a  person,  who  does  not  file 
a  timely  report  of  earnings  under  the  retire- 
ment test,  a  penalty  which  exceeds  the 
amount  of  benefits  which  should  have  been 
withheld. 

Limitation  on  Payment  of  Benefits  to  Aliens 
Outside  the  United  States 

The  amendments  would  modify  the  pro- 
visions of  present  law  under  which  an  alien 
who  is  outside  the  United  States  for  6  con- 
secutive months  has  his  benefits  withheld 
under  certain  conditions,  so  that,  for  pur- 
poses of  the  6-month  provision,  an  alien  who 
is  outside  the  United  States  for  more  than 
30  days  will  be  considered  outside  the  United 
States  until  he  returns  to  the  United  States 
for  30  consecutive  days  within  6  months 
after  he  leaves  the  country. 

The  amendments  add  a  provision  under 
which  generally  a  person  who  is  not  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States  is  outside  the  United 
States  for  6  months  or  more  could  be  paid 
benefits  only  if  he  is  a  citizen  of  a  country 
that  provides  reciprocity  under  its  social 
security  system  for  the  payment  of  benefits 
to  U.S.  citizens  who  are  living  outside  that 
country.  (Payment  would  continue  to  be 
made  under  certain  circumstances  to  a  per- 
son who  is  a  citizen  of  a  country  that  has  no 
generally  applicable  social  security  system.) 

Also,  benefits  would  not  be  payable  to  an 
alien  living  in  a  country  in  which  the  Treas- 
ury has  suspended  payments.  Any  amounts 
currently  accumulated  for  aliens  now  living 
in  countries  where  payment  cannot  be  made 
would  be  limited  to  12  monthly  benefits. 

Effective  date — The  provisions  will  be  effec- 
tive after  June  30,  1968. 

Advisory  Council  on  Social  Security 

The  amendments  modify  the  provisions  of 
present  law  relating  to  the  time  at  which 
Advisory  Councils  are  appointed  and  issue 
reports  to  provide  that  the  Advisory  Councils 
be  appointed  at  any  time  after  January  31 
in  1969  and  every  4  years  thereafter.  As  in 
present  law  each  Council  would  report  to  the 
Secretary  not  later  than  the  first  day  of  the 
second  year  following  the  year  in  which  it  is 
appointed.  The  final  report  of  each  Council, 
however,  must  include  any  interim  reports 
the  Council  mny  have  issv.ed. 

Disclosure  to  Courts  of  Whereabouts  of 
Certain  Individuals 

The  amendments  require  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Administration  to  furnish  an  appropri- 
ate court  with  the  most  recent  address  of  a 
deserting  father  if  the  court  wishes  the  in- 
formation in  connection  with  a  support  order 
for  a  child.  Such  information  would  be  fur- 
nished to  both  courts  in  interstate  support 
actions. 


Payments  to  Certain  Illegitimate  Children 

The  amendments  provide  that  benefits 
payable  to  illegitimate  children  who  become 
entitled  to  benefits  in  the  future  under  a 
provision  contained  in  the  1965  amendments 
can  not  exceed  the  difference  between  the 
total  amounts  payable  to  other  persons  and 
the  family  maximum  amount.  The  benefits 
payable  to  a  person  on  the  effective  date  of 
the  1965  amendments  which  were  reduced 
because  a  child  became  entitled  to  benefits 
under  the  1965  amendment  will  not  be  re- 
duced in  the  future  nor  will  the  benefits  pay- 
able to  persons  on  the  rolls  on  the  effective 
date  of  the  1967  amendments  be  reduced. 
Report  of  Board  of  Trustees 

The  amendments  change  the  date  on 
which  the  annual  report  of  the  trustees  of 
the  social  security  trust  funds  is  due  from 
March  1  to  April  1.  Also,  the  report  is  to  con- 
tain a  separate  actuarial  analysis  of  the 
benefit  disbursements  made  from  the  old- 
age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  with 
respect  to  disabled  beneficiaries. 

Expedited  Benefit  Payments 

The  amendments  establish  special  proce- 
dures to  expedite  the  payment  of  benefits. 
The  new  procedures  would  go  into  effect 
after  June  30,  1968,  but  would  not  apply  to 
disability  benefits  or  negotiated  checks. 
Attorney's  Fees 

The  amendments  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  HEW  to  fix  a  reasonable  fee  for  the  services 
provided  before  the  Social  Security  Adminis- 
tration for  an  applicant  for  social  security 
benefits  by  an  attorney  and  to  pay  such  at- 
torney's fee  out  of  past-due  benefits.  The  fee 
could  not  exceed  the  smaller  of:  (a)  25  per- 
cent of  the  past-due  benefits,  (b)  the  fee 
fixed  by  the  Secretary,  or  (c)  an  amount 
agreed  to  by  the  applicant  and  the  attorney. 
Exclusion  of  Emergency  Services  by  State 
and  Local  Employees 

The  amendments  would  mandatorily  ex- 
clude from  social  security  coverage  services 
performed  for  a  State  or  local  government 
by  workers  hired  on  a  temporary  basis  in 
case  of  emergencies  such  as  fire,  storm,  flood, 
or  earthquake. 

Election  Officials  and  Election  Workers 

The  amendments  would  permit  a  State 
to  exclude  from  social  security  coverage, 
prospectively,  service  performed  by  election 
workers  and  election  officials  if  they  are 
paid,  for  such  services,  less  than  $50  in  a 
calendar  quarter.  The  exclusion  could  be 
taken  for  the  election  officials  and  workers 
of  the  State  or  any  of  its  political  subdivi- 
sions either  at  the  time  coverage  is  extended 
to  employees  of  the  State  or  the  subdivision 
or  at  a  later  date. 

Social  Security  Tax — Retirement  Plans 

The  amendments  exclude  from  the  defini- 
tion of  wages  subject  to  social  security  taxes 
certain  payments  made  under  plans  estab- 
lished by  employers  and  made  to  the  em- 
ployee or  his  dependents  upon  retirement, 
death,  or  disability. 

Definition  of  Disability 

The  amendments  provide  a  more  detailed 
definition  of  disability  for  workers  than  is 
now  in  the  law.  Guidelines  would  be  pro- 
vided under  which  a  person  could  te  deter- 
mined to  be  disabled  only  if  he  is  unable 
to  engage  in  any  kind  of  substantial  gainful 
work  which  exists  in  the  national  economy, 
even  though  such  work  does  not  exist  in  the 
general  area  in  which  he  lives.  A  special  more 
restrictive  definition  would  apply  to  widows 
and  widowers. 

Definition  of  Blindness 

The  definition  of  disability  due  to  blind- 
ness is  changed  so  that  a  person  who  is  "in- 
dustrially blind"  (i.e.,  visual  acuity  of  20/ 
200  or  lees  corrected  or  a  visual  of  20  degrees 
or  less)  is  disabled  rather  than  one  who 
has  visual  acuity  of  5  200  or  less  corrected. 
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Time  for  Filing  Applications  for  Exemption 
From  Self-Employment  Tax  by  Amish 
The  amendments  permit  members  of  a 
religious  sect  which  is  opposed  to  social  in- 
surance to  file  an  application  for  exemption 
from  the  self-employment  tax  by  December 
31,  1968,  if  the  person  has  self -employment 
income  for  years  ending  before  Decem- 
ber 31,  1967.  If  he  first  receives  self -employ- 
ment income  in  later  years,  the  application 
would  be  timely  if  filed  by  the  due  date  for 
the  income  tax  return  for  the  year  in  ques- 
tion. However,  in  these  latter  cases,  the 
amendment  also  provides  that  valid  applica- 
tions may  be  filed  within  3  months  following 
the  month  in  which  the  person  is  notified  in 
writing  by  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  that 
a  timely  application  has  not  been  filed. 
Retirement  Income  of  Retired  Partners 
The  amendments  provide  that  certain 
partnerships  income  of  retired  partners  would 
not  be  taxed  or  credited  for  social  security 
purposes. 

Hospital  Insurance  Contributions  by  Persons 
Employed  Both  Under  Social  Seeurity  and 
Railroad  Retirement 

The  amendments  provide  that,  beginning 
with  1968,  persons  employed  both  under  the 
social  security  and  railroad  retirement  pro- 
grams who  pay  hospital  insurance  contribu- 
tions on  combined  wages  which  are  in  excess 
of  the  taxable  wage  base  would  be  entitled 
to  a  refund  of  the  excess  contributions. 
General  Savings  Provision 

The  amendments  provide  that  when  an 
additional  person  becomes  entitled  to  bene- 
fits as  a  result  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967,  the  benefit  paid  to  any  other 
person  on  the  same  account  would  not  be 
reduced  by  the  family,  maximum  provision 
because  the  new  person  became  entitled  to 
benefits. 

Health  insurance  benefits 
Payment  of  Physician  Bills  Under  the  Sup- 
plementary Medical  Insurance  Program 
Under  present  law,  payment' may  be  made 
only  upon  assignment  to  the  physician  or  to 
the  patient  upon  presentation  of  a  receipted 
bill.  The  amendment  would  permit  payment 
either  to  the  patient  on  the  basis  of  an  item- 
ized bill  (which  could  be  either  receipted  or 
unpaid)  or  to  the  physician  under  the  pres- 
ent assignment  method.  This  provision 
would  make  it  possible  for  patients  to  pay 
their  medical  bills  without  depleting  their 
savings  or  resorting  to  loans. 
Payment  for  Seryices  in  Nonparticipating 
Hospitals 

Under  existing  law  payments  can  be  made 
to  participating  hospitals  and,  in  an  emer- 
gency case,  to  a  nonparticipating  hospital 
which  met  certain  standards,  only  if  the  hos- 
pital agreed  to  accept  the  reasonable  costs 
allowed  by  medicare  as  full  payment  for  the 
services  rendered. 

For  the  period  ending  December  31,  1967, 
the  amendment  would  permit  direct  reim- 
bursement to  an  individual  who  was  fur- 
nished nonemergency  or  emergency  hospital 
services  in  certain  nonparticipating  hospi- 
tals. This  transitional  coverage  would  not 
extend  to  admissions  after  1967.  Payment 
would  be  limited  to  80  percent  of  the  hospi- 
tal ancillary  charges  and  60  percent  of  the 
room  and  board  charges,  for  up  to  20  days  in 
each  spell  of  illness  (subject  to  the  $40  de- 
ductible and  other  statutory  limitations  of 
payment)  if  the  hospital  did  not  formally 
participate  in  medicare  before  January  1, 
1969.  If  it  did  participate  in  medicare  be- 
fore that  date  and  if  it  applied  its  utilization 
review  plan  to  the  services  it  provided  before 
its  regular  participation  started,  up  to  the 
full  90  days  of  coverage  could  be  reimbursed. 
Thus,  there  would  be  an  incentive  for  non- 
participating  hospitals  to  participate  because 
participation  is  a  condition  for  covering  past 
services  beyond  20  days  as  well  as  a  condi- 
tion for  future  coverage. 


A  similar  provision  would  continue  after 
January  1,  1968,  for  emergency  care  but  only 
as  an  alternative  to  the  other  method  of 
covering  such  care.  Hospitals  could  apply  for 
payment  for  a  period  of  up  to  150  day  or, 
if  the  hospital  did  not  apply,  the  patient 
could  obtain  payment  on  the  basis  of  60 
percent  of  room  and  board  charges  and  80 
percent  of  ancillary  services  charges. 

A  new  definition  for  hospitals  eligible  un- 
der these  transitional  and  emergency  care 
provisions  is  provided.  Under  it,  a  qualifying 
hospital  must  have  a  full-time  nursing  serv- 
ice, be  licensed  as  a  hospital,  and  be  primarily 
engaged  in  providing  medical  care  under  the 
supervision  of  a  doctor  of  medicine  or  osteo- 
pathy. This  definition  would  apply  back  to 
July  1,  1966,  so  that  some  hospitals  which 
would  otherwise  be  ineligible  to  receive  pay- 
ment for  emergency  services  may  receive 
such  payments  in  behalf  of  their  beneficia- 
ries back  to  the  beginning  of  thep  rogram 
provided  they  apply  for  them.  If  they  do  not 
apply  for  reimbursement,  the  patient  could 
be  paid  under  other  provisions. 

This  provision  would  afford  financial  relief 
to  those  medicare  beneficiaries  who  have  re- 
ceived services  in  certain  nonparticipating 
hospitals  starting  July  1966,  sometimes  en- 
tering such  hospitals  without  realizing  the 
services  would  not  be  covered  under  medi- 
care. 

Payment  Under  the  Medical  Insurance  Pro- 
gram for  Noncovered  Hospital  Ancillary 
Services 

The  amendments  add  a  provision  which 
permits  payment  under  the  medical  insur- 
ance program  for  presently  noncovered  an- 
cillary hospital  and  extended  care  facility 
services,  principally  X-ray  and  laboratory 
services  furnished  after  the  patient  has  been 
covered  for  the  full  period  of  hospital  eli- 
gibility. Under  prior  law  if  a  person  is  in  a 
hospital  or  extended  care  facility  qualified 
to  participate  under  medicare,  payment  may 
not  be  made  for  services  which  could  be  paid 
for  under  part  B  if  not  received  in  a  quali- 
fied hospital  or  extended  care  facility.  As  a 
result,  sometimes  the  services  are  not  cov- 
ered under  either  part  B  or  part  A.  The 
amendment  will  allow  payment  to  be  made 
for  services  ordinarily  not  paid  for  under 
part  B,  wherever  part  A  payments  could  not 
be  made,  if  the  appropriate  hospital  or  inde- 
pendent laboratory  standards  are  met.  Pay- 
ment will  be  made  to  participating  providers 
under  the  usual  part  B  provisions  applying 
to  the  $50  deductible  and  20  percent  co- 
insurance. 

Limitation  on  Special  Reduction  in  Allow- 
able Days  of  Inpatient  Hospital  Services 
The  limitation  on  payment  of  hospital  in- 
surance benefits  during  the  first  spell  of 
illness  for  an  individual  who  is  an  inpatient 
of  a  psychiatric  hospital  at  the  time  he  be- 
comes entitled  to  benefits  under  the  hospital 
insurance  program  will  be  made  inapplicable 
to  benefits  for  services  in  a  general  hospital 
if  the  services  are  not  primarily  for  the 
diagnosis  or  treatment  of  mental  illness.  The 
amendments  also  remove  tuberculosis  hos- 
pitals from  the  provision  in  present  law 
under  which  days  in  a  tuberculosis  institu- 
tion immediately  before  entitlement  to  hos- 
pital insurance  are  counted  against  the  days 
of  coverage  an  individual  would  otherwise 
have.  In  effect,  the  change  makes  an  indi- 
vidual's entitlement  to  hospital  insurance 
benefits  the  same  if  he  received  hospital 
services  in  a  tuberculosis  hospital  as  it  would 
be  if  he  received  services  in  a  general  hos- 
pital. 

Payment  for  Blood 
The  definition  of  "blood"  is  broadened  to 
include  packed  red  blood  cells  as  well  as 
whole  blood  and  the  application  of  the 
3-pint  deductible  provision  under  the  hos- 
pital plan  is  also  extended  to  the  supple- 
mentary medical  insurance  program. 


Services  of  Podiatrists 

The  amendments  include  within  the  defi- 
nition of  physician  a  doctor  of  podiatry,  but 
only  with  respect  to  functions  he  is  author- 
ized to  perform  by  the  State  in  which  he 
practices.  No  payment  will  be  made  for  rou- 
tine foot  care  whether  performed  by  a  podia- 
trist or  a  medical  doctor. 

Physical  Therapy 

The  amendments  extends  the  provisions  of 
present  law  to  include  outpatient  physical 
therapy  services  furnished  by  physical  thera- 
pists employed  by  or  under  an  agreement 
with  and  under  the  supervision  of  hospitals 
and  other  providers  of  services  as  well  as 
approved  clinics,  rehabilitation  centers  and 
local  public  health  agencies.  Additionally,  the 
patient  would  not  have  to  be  homebound  for 
the  physical  therapy  services  to  be  covered. 
Supplementary  Medical  Insurance  Enroll- 
ment Periods 

The  amendments  add  a  provision,  effective 
January  1,  1969,  under  which  the  general 
enrollment  periods  of  the  supplementary 
medical  insurance  program  will  be  placed  on 
an  annual  basis  and  run  from  January  1  to 
March  31,  rather  than  October  1  to  December 
31  of  each  odd-numbered  year.  The  Secretary 
would  determine  and  promulgate  during  De- 
cember of  each  year  the  premium  rate  which 
would  be  applicable  for  a  12-month  period 
to  begin  the  following  July  1.  When  the  Sec- 
retary promulgates  a  rate  for  part  B,  he  also 
is  required  to  issue  a  public  statement  set- 
ting forth  the  actuarial  assumptions  and 
bases  upon  which  he  arrived  at  the  rate. 

Persons  wishing  to  disenroll  could  do  so  at 
any  time,  but  such  termination  would  not 
take  effect  until  the  close  of  the  calendar 
quarter  following  the  quarter  in  which  the 
notice  was  filed. 

Additional  Days  of  Hospital  Care 

Each  medicare  beneficiary  will  be  provided 
with  a  lifetime  reserve  of  60  days  of  hospital 
care  after  the  90  days  covered  in  a  "spell  of 
illness"  have  been  exhausted.  Coinsurance 
of  $20  for  each  day  would  be  applicable  to 
such  added  days  of  coverage. 
Incentive  Reimbursement  Experimentation 

The  Secretary  of  HEW  is  authorized  to 
experiment  with  various  methods  of  reim- 
bursement to  organizations,  institutions,  and 
physicians,  on  a  voluntary  basis,  participat- 
ing under  medicare,  medicaid,  and  the  child 
health  programs  which  offer  incentives  for 
keeping  costs  of  the  program  down  while 
maintaining  quality  of  care. 
Study  of  Drug  Proposals  and  Retirement  Test 

The  Secretary  of  HEW  is  required  to  study 
and  report  to  the  Congress,  prior  to  January 
1,  1969,  the  savings  which  might  accrue  to 
the  Government  and  the  effects  on  the  health 
professions  and  on  all  elements  of  the  drug 
industry  which  might  result  from  enactment 
of  two  proposals  relating  to  drugs:  (1)  a 
proopsal  to  cover  prescription  drugs  under 
medicare,  and  (2)  a  proopsal  to  establish, 
through  a  formulary  committee,  quality  and 
cost  control  standards  for  drugs  provided 
under  the  various  programs  of  the  Social 
Security  Act.  The  Secretary  is  also  to  study 
ways'  to  improve  the  earnings  test  under 
social  security  and  the  feasibility  of  increas- 
ing payments  to  those  who  delay  their  re- 
tirement after  age  65. 

Physician  Certification 

The  requirement  of  physician  certification 
of  the  medical  necessity  for  hospital  out- 
patient services  and  admissions  to  general 
hospitals  is  removed.  Such  services  and  ad- 
missions are  almost  always  medically  neces- 
sary. The  change  will  simplify  administration 
of  the  program  by  eliminating  unnecessary 
paperwork. 

Transfer  of  Outpatient  Hospital  Services  to 
the  Supplementary  Medical  Insurance 
Program 

The  amendments  transfer  hospital  outpa- 
tient diagnostic  services  from  the  hospital 
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insurance  program  to  the  supplementary 
medical  insurance  program.  The  effect  of  the 
change  is  that  all  hospital  outpatient  bene- 
fits will  be  covered  under  the  supplementary 
medical  insurance  program  and  thus  subject 
to  the  deductible  ($50  a  year)  and  coinsur- 
ance features  (20  percent).  This  provision 
simplifies  the  procedure  for  paying  benefits 
for  hospital  outpatients  by  making  such 
payments  subject  to  a  single  set  of  rules  for 
determining  patient  eligibility,  patient  and 
medicare  liability  and  trust  fund  account- 
ability. 

Hospital  Billing  for  Outpatient  Services 
Hospitals  will  be  permitted,  as  an  alterna- 
tive to  the  present  procedure,  to  collect  small 
charges  (if  not  more  than  $50)  for  outpatient 
hospital  services  from  the  beneficiary  with- 
out submitting  a  bill  to  medicare.  (The 
amounts  collected  would  be  counted  as  ex- 
penses reimbursable  to  the  beneficiary  under 
the  medical  insurance  plan.)  The  payments 
due  the  hospitals  would  be  computed  at  in- 
tervals to  assure  that  the  hospital  received 
its  final  reimbursement  on  a  cost  basis.  This 
provision  will  bring  the  requirements  of  the 
medicare  program  more  closely  into  con- 
formity with  the  usual  billing  practices  of 
hospitals. 

Radiologists'  and  Pathologists'  Services 
The  amendments  permit  payment  of  full 
reasonable  charges  for  radiological  or  patho- 
logical services  furnished  by  physicians  to 
hospital  inpatients.  Under  present  law,  a  20 
percent  coinsurance  factor  is  applicable  as  is 
also  the  $50  deductible  if  it  is  not  met  by 
other  medical  expenses.  This  provision  im- 
proves the  protection  of  the  program  as  well 
as  facilitating  benficiary  understanding.  It 
will  simplify  hospital  and  intermediary  han- 
dling of  medicare  claims  by  bringing  the 
requirements  of  the  medicare  program  more 
closely  in  line  with  the  usual  billing  practices 
of  hospitals  and  the  payment  methods  of 
private  insurance. 

Payment  for  Portable  X-ray  Services 
The  amendments  permit  payment  for  di- 
agnostic X-rays  taken  in  a  patient's  home  or 
in  a  nursing  home.  These  services  will  be 
covered  under  the  supplementary  medical  in- 
surance program  if  they  are  provided  under 
the  supervision  of  a  physician  and  are  per- 
formed under  proper  health  and  safety  regu- 
lations. 

Payment  for  Purchase  of  Durable  Medical 
Equipment 

The  amendments  permit  payment  to  be 
made  for  durable  medical  equipment  needed 
by  an  individual,  whether  rented  or  pur- 
chased. If  purchased,  payment,  would  be 
made  periodically  in  the  same  amount  as 
if  equipment  were  rented,  for  the  period 
the  equipment  was  needed  but  without  cov- 
ering more  than  the  purchase  price. 
Reimbursement  for  Civil  Service  Retirement 

Annuitants  for  Premium  Payments  Under 

the    Supplementary    Medical  Insurance 

Program 

Federal  employee  group  health  benefit 
plans  will  be  permitted  to  reimburse  certain 
civil  service  retirement  annuitants  who  are 
members  of  their  plans  for  the  premium 
payments  they  make  to  the  supplementary 
medical  insurance  program. 

Date  of  Attainment  of  Age  65  of  Persons 
Enrolling  in  SMI  Program 
A  person  over  65,  who  believes,  on  the 
basis  of  documentary  evidence,  that  he  has 
just  reached  age  65,  will  be  allowed  to  en- 
roll in  the  supplementary  medical  insurance 
program  as  if  he  had  attained  age  65  on  the 
date  shown  in  evidence. 

Use  of  State  Agencies  To  Assist  Health  Facil- 
ities To  Participate  in  the  Various  Health 
Programs  Under  the  Social  Security  Act 
States  will  be  able  to  receive  75-percent 

Federal  matching  for  the  services  which  State 


health  agencies  perform  to  help  health  facil- 
ities qualify  for  participation  in  the  various 
health  programs  under  the  Social  Security 
Act  (including  medicare,  medicaid,  and  the 
child  health  programs)  and  to  help  those 
facilities  improve  their  fiscal  records  for  pay- 
ment purposes.  Similar  provisions  in  the 
medicare  program  (which  finance  such  serv- 
ices on  a  100-percent  basis  from  the  Federal 
hospital  insurance  trust  fund)  are  repealed 
effective  July  1,  1969,  when  this  provision 
goes  into  effect. 

Transitional  Provisions  for  Uninsured  Indi- 
viduals Under  the  Hospital  Insurance 
Program 

A  person  attaining  age  65  in  1968  will  be 
entitled  to  hospital  insurance  benefits  if  he 
has  a  minimum  of  three  quarters  of  coverage 
(existing  law  .requires  six),  with  the  number 
of  quarters  of  coverage  needed  by  persons 
who  reach  age  65  in  later  years  increasing  by 
three  in  each  year  until  the  regular  insured 
status  requirement  is  met. 
Appropriation  to  Supplementary  Medical 
Insurance  Trust  Fund 

Whenever  the  transfer  of  general  revenue 
funds  to  the  supplementary  medical  insur- 
ance trust  fund  (after  June  30,  1967)  is  not 
made  at  the  time  the  enrollee  contribution  is 
made,  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  will 
pay,  in  addition  to  the  Government  share,  an 
amount  equal  to  the  interest,  that  would 
have  been  earned  by  the  trust  fund  had  trie 
transfer  been  made  on  time.  Also,  the  con- 
tingency reserve  now  provided  for  1966  and 
1967  will  be  made  available  through  1969. 


Health  Insurance  Benefits  Advisory  Council 
The  Health  Insurance  Benefits  Advisory 
Council  will  assume  the  duties  of  the  Na- 
tional Medical  Review  Committee.  The 
Medical  Review  Committee,  which  has  not 
yet  been  formed,  will  not  be  appointed.  The 
Health  Insurance  Benefits  Advisory  Council 
membership  is  increased  from  16  to  19 
persons. 

Study  of  Coverage  of  Services  of  Health 
Practitioners 

The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  will  study  the  need  for,  and  make 
recommendations  concerning,  the  extension 
of  coverage  under  the  supplementary  medi- 
cal insurance  program  to  the  services  of  ad- 
ditional types  of  personnel  who  engage  in  the 
independent  practice  of  furnishing  health 
services. 

Creation  of  an  Advisory  Council  To  Make 
Recommendations  Concerning  Health  In- 
surance for  Disability  Beneficiaries 
The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  will  establish  an  Advisory  Council  to 
study  the  problems  relative  to  including  the 
disabled  under  the  health  insurance  pro- 
gram, and  also  any  special  problems  with 
regard  to  the  costs  which  would  be  involved 
in  such  coverage.  The  Council  is  to  make  its 
report  by  January  1,  1969. 
Financing  the  Social  Security  and  Hospital 
Insurance  Programs 
The  tax  rates  and  the  tax  base  under  pres- 
ent law  and  under  the  amendments  are 
shown  in  the  following  table: 


TAX  RATES  UNDER  PRESENT  LAW  AND  UNDER  THE  AMENDMENTS 
EMPLOYER-EMPLOYEE,  EACH 
[In  percent] 


0ASDI  HI  Total 

Period 


Present  law       Amendments       Present  law       Amendments       Present  law  Amendments 


1968   3.9  3.8  0.5  0.6  4.4  4.4 

1969-70   4.4  4.2  .5  .6  4.9  4.8 

1971-72   4.4  4.6  .5  .6  4.9  5.2 

1973-75   4.85  5.0  .55  .65  5.4  5.65 

1976-79   4.85  5.0  .6  .7  5.45  5.7 

1980-86   4.85  5.0  .7  .8  5.55  5.8 

1987  and  after   4.85  5.0  .8  .9  5.65  5.9 


SELF-EMPLOYED 


1968   5.9  5.8  0.5  0.6  6.4  6.4 

1969-70   6.6  6.3  .5  .6  7.1  6.9 

1971-72   6.6  6.9  .5  .6  7.1  7.5 

1973-75   7.0  7.0  .55  .65  7.55  7.65 

1976-79...   7.0  7.0  .6  .7  7.6  7.7 

1980-86   7.0  7.0  .7  .8  7.7  7.8 

1987  and  after.   7.0  7.0  .8  .9  7.8  7.9 


Note:  The  maximum  taxable  earnings  base  under  present  law,  $6,600,  is  increased  to  $7,800  effective  lan.  1,  1968. 


PUBLIC  WELFARE  AND  HEALTH  AMENDMENTS 

Work  Incentive  Program  for  AFDC  Families 
The  amendments  establish  a  new  work  in- 
centive program  for  families  receiving  AFDC 
payments  to  be  administered  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labor.  The  State  welfare  agencies 
would  determine  who  was  appropriate  for 
such  referral  but  would  not  include  (1) 
children  who  are  under  age  16  or  going  to 
school;  (2)  any  person  with  Illness,  incapac- 
ity, advanced  age  or  remoteness  from  a  proj- 
ect that  precludes  effective  participation  in 
work  or  training;  or  (3)  persons  whose  sub- 
stantially continuous  presence  in  the  home 
is  required  because  of  the  illness  or  inca- 
pacity of  another  member  of  the  household. 
For  all  those  referred  the  welfare  agency  will 
assure  necessary  child  care  arrangements  for 
the  children  involved.  An  Individual  who 
desires  to  participate  in  work  or  training 
would  be  considered  for  assignment  and, 
unless  specifically  disapproved,  would  be  re- 
ferred to  the  program. 

People  referred  by  the  State  welfare  agency 


to  the  Department  of  Labor  would  be  han- 
dled under  three  priorities.  Under  priority  I, 
the  Secretary  of  Labor,  through  the  over 
2,000  U.S.  employment  offices,  would  make 
arrangements  for  as  many  as  possible  to 
move  into  regular  employment  and  would 
establish  an  employability  plan  for  each  other 
person. 

Under  priority  II  all  those  found  suitable 
would  receive  training  appropriate  to  their 
needs  and  up  to  $30  a  month  incentive  pay- 
ment. After  training  as  many  as  possible 
would  be  referred  to  regular  employment. 

Under  priority  III,  the  employment  office 
would  make  arrangements  for  special  work 
projects  to  employ  those  who  are  found  to 
be  unsuitable  for  the  training  and  those  for 
whom  no  jobs  in  the  regular  economy  can  be 
found  at  the  time.  These  special  projects 
would  be  set  up  by  agreement  between  the 
employment  office  and  public  agencies  or 
nonprofit  private  agencies  organized  for  a 
public  service  purpose.  It  would  be  required 
that  workers  receive  at  least  the  minimum 
wage    (but  not  necessarily  the  prevailing 
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wage)  if  the  work  they  perform  is  covered 
under  a  minimum  wage  statute  (and  in  ap- 
plying the  minimum  wage  law,  their  welfare 
grants  would  be  counted) .  Moreover,  the 
work  performed  under  special  projects  must 
not  result  in  the  displacement  of  regularly 
employed  workers  and  would  have  to  be  of 
a  type  which,  under  the  circumstances  in 
the  local  situation,  would  not  otherwise  be 
performed  by  regular  employees. 

The  special  work  projects  would  work 
like  this:  The  State  welfare  agency  would 
make  payments  to  the  employment  office 
equal  to:  (1)  the  welfare  benefit  the  family 
would  have  been  entitled  to,  or,  if  smaller, 
(2)  a  portion  of  the  welfare  benefit  equal  to 
80  percent  of  the  rates  which  the  individual 
^receives  on  the  special  project. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  would  arrange 
for  the  participants  to  work  in  a  special 
work  project.  The  amount  of  the  funds  paid 
by  him  into  the  project  would  depend  on 
the  terms  he  negotiates  with  the  agency 
sponsoring  the  project.  The  amount  of  funds 
put  into  the  projects  by  the'  employment 
office  could  not  be  larger  than  the  funds 
sent  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  by  the  State 
welfare  agency. 

The  extent  to  which  the  State  welfare  ex- 
penditures might  be  reduced  would  depend 
upon  the  negotiating  efforts  of  the  Secretary 
of  Labor.  If  he  is  successful  in  placing  these 
workers  in  wor'.:  projects  where  the  pay  is 
relatively  good,  the  contribution  the  State 
must  make  into  the  employment  pool  would 
be  less  and  there  would  be  a  savings  to  both 
Federal  and  State  Governments. 

Employees  who  work  under  these  agree- 
ments would  have  their  situations  reeval- 
uated by  the  employment  office  at  regular 
intervals  (at  least  every  6  months)  for  the 
purpose  of  making  it  possible  for  as  many 
such  employees  as  possible  to  move  into 
regular  employment. 

An  important  facet  of  this  suggested  work 
program  is  that  in  most  instances  the  re- 
cipient would  no  longer  receive  a  check  from 
the  welfare  agency.  Instead,  he  would  re- 
ceive a  payment  from  an  employer  for  serv- 
ices performed.  The  entire  check  would  be 
subject  to  income,  social  security,  and  un- 
employment compensation  taxes,  thus  assur- 
ing that  the  individual  would  be  accruing 
rights  and  responsibility  just  as  other  work- 
ing people  do.  In  those  cases  where  an  em- 
ployee receives  wages  which  are  insufficient 
to  raise  his  Income  to  a  level  equal  to  the 
grant  he  would  have  received  had  he  not 
been  in  the  project  plus  20  percent  of  his 
wages,  a  welfare  check  equal  to  the  differ- 
ence would  be  paid.  In  these  instances  the 
supplemental  check  would  be  issued  by  the 
welfare  agency  and  sent  to  the  worker. 

A  refusal  to  accept  work  or  undertake 
training  without  good  cause  by  a  person  who 
has  been  referred  would  be  reported  back 
to  the  State  agency  by  the  Labor  Depart- 
ment; and,  unless  such  person  returns  to 
the  program  within  60  days  (during  which 
he  would  receive  counseling),  his  welfare 
payment  would  be  terminated.  Protective 
and  vendor  payments  would  be  continued, 
however,  for  the  dependent  children  to  pro- 
tect them  from  the  faults  of  others. 

The  States  would  have  to  meet  20  percent, 
in  cash  or  in  kind,  of  the  total  cost  of  the 
program  (excluding  amounts  paid  on  special 
work  projects,  priority  III,  which  would 
come  from  the  employer  and  the  transferred 
welfare  payments) . 

Earnings  Exemption 
Under  the  present  aid  to  families  with 
dependent  children  program,  the  States,  at 
their  option,  may  disregard  not  more  than 
$50  per  month  of  earned  income  of  each  de- 
pendent child  under  age  18  but  not  more 
than  $150  per  month  in  the  same  home  in 
computing  the  family's  income  for  public 
welfare  purposes.  The  States  also  have  the 
option  of  disregarding  $5  income  from  any 


source  before  applying  the  child's  earned  in- 
come exemption. 

Under  the  amendments  earned  income  of 
each  child  recipient  who  is  a  full-time  stu- 
dent or  is  a  part  time  student  not  working 
full  time,  will  be  excluded  in  determining 
need  for  assistance.  In  the  case  of  any  other 
child  or  an  adult  relative  the  first  $30  of 
earned  income  of  the  group  plus  y3  of  the  re- 
mainder of  such  income  for  the  month  would 
also  be  exempt.  The  prior  provision  exempt- 
ing $50  a  month  of  a  child's  income  would  be 
surperseded  by  these  provisions. 
Dependent  Children  of  Unemployed  Fathers 

The  amendments  provide  that  under 
State  programs  of  aid  to  families  with  de- 
pendent children  of  unemployed  parents, 
Federal  matching  would  be  available  only 
for  the  children  of  unemployed  fathers. 
Under  present  law  States  may  include  chil- 
dren on  the  basis  of  the  unemployment  of 
mothers,  as  well  as  fathers.  The  amendments 
also  provide  that  the  Secretary  will  prescribe 
standards  for  the  determination  of  what  con- 
stitutes unemployment.  The  term  is  defined 
by  the  States  under  present  law. 

Under  the  amendments,  State  plans  would 
have  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  assistance 
when  a  child's  father  has  not  been  employed 
for  at  least  30  days  prior  to  receiving  aid,  if 
he  has  not  refused  a  bona  fide  offer  of  em- 
ployment or  training  without  good  cause, 
and  if  he  has  had  a  recent  and  substantial 
connection  with  the  labor  force.  Assistance 
would  be  denied  if  the  father  is  not  currently 
registered  with  the  public  employment  of- 
fice in  the  State,  if  he  refuses  without  good 
cause  to  undertake  work  or  training,  or  re- 
fuses without  good  cause  to  accept  employ- 
ment, of  if  he  is  receiving  unemployment 
compensation. 

The  States  would  have  to  refer  the  fathers 
to  work  incentive  programs  with  30  days 
after  first  providing  them  with  welfare  as- 
sistance. 

States  which  are  operating  programs  for 
the  children  of  unemployed  parents  as  pro- 
vided for  under  present  law  would  not  have 
to  add  any  additional  children  or  families 
as  a  result  of  the  new  provisions  prior  to 
July  1,  1969.  However,  the  amendment  estab- 
lishing criteria  for  persons  covered  would  be 
effective  January  1,  1968,  and  no  Federal 
matching  would  be  provided  for  persons  who 
do  not  meet  these  criteria. 

Limitation  on  Federal  Matching  in  AFDC 
Program 

The  amendments  sets  a  limitation  on  Fed- 
eral financial  participation  in  the  AFDC 
program  related  to  the  proportion  of  the 
child  population  under  age  18  aided  because 
of  the  absence  from  the  home  of  a  parent. 
Federal  financial  participation  would  not  be 
available  for  any  excess  above  the  percentage 
of  children  of  absent  parents  who  received 
aid  to  the  child  population  under  age  18  in 
the  State  as  of  January  1,  1968. 

This  limitation  will  be  effective  after  June 
30,  1968. 

Federal  Payments  for  Foster  Home  Care  of 
Dependent  Children 

Effective  July  1,  1969,  States  would  have 
to  provide  AFDC  payments  for  children  who 
are  placed  in  a  foster  home  if  in  the  6 
months  before  proceedings  started  in  the 
court  they  would  have  been  eligible  for 
AFDC  if  they  had  lived  in  the  home  of  a  rela- 
tive. The  provision  would  be  optional  with 
the  States  before  July  1,  1969.  Under  present 
law,  children  in  foster  care  are  eligible  for 
AFDC  payments  only  if  they  actually  re- 
ceived such  payments  in  the  month  they 
were  placed  in  foster  care.  Federal  matching 
would  be  available  for  grants  up  to  an  aver- 
age of  $100  a  month  per  child. 

Emergency  Assistance 

The  amendments  authorizes  up  to  30  days 
of  emergency  assistance  during  a  12-month 
period  to  a  child  under  21  and  his  family, 


but  could  not  be  extended  to  a  family  for 
refusal  (without  good  cause)  to  accept  work 
or  training  under  the  work  incentive  pro- 
gram. This  emergency  aid  could  also  be  ex- 
tended to  migrant  workers  who  have  de- 
pendent children. 

Protective  or  Vendor  Payments 

The  amendments  increase  the  limitation 
of  recipients  for  whom  protective  payments 
could  be  made  because  they  were  unable  to 
manage  their  funds  from  6  percent  to  10 
percent  but  excludes  from  the  overall  lim- 
itation those  recipients  for  whom  such  pay- 
ments have  been  made  because  of  the  re- 
fusal without  good  cause,  of  an  individual 
to  work,  register  for  work,  or  to  participate 
under  a  training  or  work  program. 
Single  Organizational  Unit  for  Child  Services 

The  amendments  provide  that  child-wel- 
fare services  and  services  to  children  receiv- 
ing AFDC  should  be  provided  by  the  sama 
organizational  unit  at  the  State  and  local 
level,  except  that  in  those  instances  where 
such  services  were  provided  by  separate  State 
agencies  or  separate  local  agencies  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  the  amendments,  they 
may  continue  to  be  provided  by  such  agen- 
cies. 

Pass  Along 
The  amendments  expand  the  provision  en- 
acted in  1965  which  allows  the  State  to 
exempt  up  to  $5  a  month  of  any  type  of 
income  in  determining  eligibility  and  the 
amount  of  assistance.  Effective  upon  enact- 
ment, the  States  would  have  the  option  of 
exempting  up  to  a  total  of  $7.50  a  month  for 
the  aged,  blind,  and  the  totally  and  perma- 
nently disabled. 

Increased  Authorizations  for  Child  Welfare 
Services 

The  amendments  increase  child  welfare 
authorizations  from  $55  million  for  fiscal 
year  1969  to  $100  million,  and  from  $60 
million  for  later  years  to  $110  million. 
Provision  of  Family  Service  State  Plan 
Requirement 

There  is  a  provision  in  present  law  requir- 
ing State  welfare  agencies  to  make-  a  plan 
for  providing  welfare  services  for  each  child 
in  an  AFDC  family.  Under  the  amendments, 
the  plan  must  also  provide  for  welfare  serv- 
ices for  the  adults  in  the  family. 
Use  of  Subprofessional  and  Volunteer  Staff 

The  amendments  require  States,  effective 
July  1,  1969,  to  train  and  use  subprofessional 
staff,  with  particular  emphasis  on  the  use 
of  welfare  recipients  and  other  persons  of  low 
income,  as  community  service  aides  for  the 
kinds  of  jobs  appropriate  for  them  in  the 
public  assistance,  child  welfare,  and  health 
programs  under  the  Social  Security  Act.  The 
amendment  also  directs  States  to  use  volun- 
teers in  the  program  both  for  the  provi- 
sion of  services  to  recipients,  and  for  the 
assistance  of  advisory  committees. 
Parent  Involvement  in  Day  Care — Day  Care 
Standards 

The  amendmetns  add  a  State  plan  require- 
ment to  the  child  welfare  day-care  provi- 
sions for  development  of  arrangements  for 
the  more  effective  involvement  of  parents  in 
day  care  programs.  Also,  the  day  care  stand- 
ards in  the  child  welfare  services  programs 
will  be  made  applicable  to  day  care  pro- 
vided to  AFDC  children. 

Repatriation  Extension 

The  amendments  extend  for  1  year,  through 
June  30,  1969,  the  temporary  legislation 
which  authorizes  assistance  to  needy  Amer- 
icans needy  who  have  been  repatriated  to 
the  United  States  by  the  Department  of 
State  from  foreign  countries. 

Demonstration  Projects 

Two  million  dollars  annually  is  currently 
available  to  encourage  the  States  to  develop 
demonstrations  in  improved  methods  of  pro- 
viding service  to  recipients  or  in  improved 
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methods  of  administration.  The  amendments 
increase  this  amount  to  $4  million  annually. 
Payment  for  Home  Repairs 
The  amendment  for  the  cash  public'  as- 
sistance programs,  allow  50  percent  Federal 
matching  for  repairs  (up  to  $500)  of  homes 
owned  by  recipients  if  to  do  so  would  be  more 
economical  from  the  standpoint  of  the  pro- 
gram. 

Purchase  of  Social  Services 
The  amendments  permit  the  purchase  by 
welfare  agencies  of  child  care  and  other  serv- 
ices under  the  public  assistance  title  of  the 
act.  Such  services  may  now  be  provided  by 
welfare  agency  staff  but  existing  law  does 
not  permit  their  purchase  except  from  other 
State  agencies. 

Social  Work  Manpower  and  Training 
The  amendments  authorize  $5  million  for 
tne  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  $5 
million  for  each  of  the  3  succeeding  fiscal 
years  for  grants  to  public  or  nonprofit  pri- 
vate colleges  and  universities  and  to  ac- 
credited graduate  schools  of  social  work,  or 
an  association  of  such  schools,  to  meet  part 
of  the  costs  of  development,  expansion,  or 
improvement  of  undergraduate  programs  in 
social  work  and  programs  for  the  graduate 
training  of  professional  social  work  person- 
nel. Not  less  than  one-half  of  the  amount 
appropriated  would  have  to  be  used  for 
grants  for  undergraduate  programs. 

Location  of  Absent  Parents 
The  amendments  provide  that  in  those 
instances  in  which  welfare  agencies  have 
been  unable  to  locate  absent  parents  of 
children  receiving  AFDC  through  all  sources 
available  to  them,  including  records  of  the 
Social  Security  Administration,  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service  will  make  available  any  in- 
formation concerning  their  whereabouts  that 
it  may  have. 

Limitation  on  Federal  Participation  in  Medi- 
cal Assistance  (Medicaid) 

States  will  be  limited  in  setting  income 
levels  for  Federal  matching  purposes  to 
133  V3  percent  of  the  AFDC  payment  level. 
(For  the  period  July-December  1968,  the 
percentage  is  150,  and  for  calendar  year 
1969  it  is  to  be  140  percent.) 

Federal  matching  for  medical  care  for  all 
those  who  are  receiving  or  eligible  for  cash 
assistance  or  who  would  be  eligible  for  cash 
assistance  if  not  institutionalized,  will  not 
be  affected  under  the  amendment. 
Coordination  of  Medicaid  and  the  Supple- 
mentary Medical  Insurance  Program 

States  -will  have  until  January  1,  1970 
(rather  than  January  1,1968)  to  buy-in  title 
XVIII  supplementary  medical  insurance  for 
persons  eligible  for  medicaid.  Also,  people 
who  are  eligible  for  medicaid  but  who  do 
not  receive  cash  assistance  may  be  included 
in  the  group  for  which  the  State  can  pur- 
chase such  coverage  and  persons  who  first 
go  on  the  medicaid  rolls  after  1967  are  also 
eligible.  There  is  no  Federal  matching  to- 
ward the  State's  share  of  the  premium  in 
such  cases.  Federal  matching  amounts  will 
not  be  available  to  States  for  services  which 
could  have  been  covered  under  the  supple- 
mentary medical  insurance  programs  but 
were  not  as  a  result  of  a  State's  failure  to 
buy  in. 

Modification  of  Comparability  Provisions — 
Medicaid 

States  do  not  have  to  include  in  medicaid 
coverage  for  recipients  under  age  65  the  same 
services  which  the  aged  receive  under  the 
supplementary  medical  insurance  program 
furnished  under  the  buy-in  provisions  dis- 
cussed above. 

Extent  of  Federal  Financial  Participation  in 
State  Administrative  Expenses — Medicaid 
States  will  get  the  same  75-percent  Federal 
matching  for  physicians  and  other  profes- 
sional medical  personnel  working  on  the 


medicaid  program  in  the  State  health  agen- 
cies which  they  now  get  when  such  person- 
nel work  in  the  "single  State  agency,"  usually 
the  public  assistance  agency.  Under  present 
law,  matching  is  50  percent  in  such  cases. 
Advisory  Council  on  Medical  Assistance 
An  Advisory  Council  on  Medical  Assistance, 
consisting  of  21  persons  from  outside  the 
Government,  is  established  to  advise  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  on 
matters  of  administration  of  the  medicaid 
program. 

Free  Choice  for  Persons  Eligible  for  Medicaid 
Effective  July  1,  1969  (July  1,  1972,  for 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam), 
people  covered  under  the  medicaid  program 
will  have  free  choice  of  qualified  medical  fa- 
cilities and  practitioners,  including  com- 
munity pharmacies. 

Use  of  State  Agencies  To  Assist  Health  Facili- 
ties To  Participate  in  the  Various  Health 
Programs  Under  the  Social  Security  Act 
States  will  receive  75-percent  Federal 
matching  for  services  which  State  health 
agencies  perform  to  help  health  facilities 
qualify  for  participation  in  the  'various 
health  programs  under  the  Social  Security 
Act  (including  medicare,  medicaid,  and  the 
child  health  programs)  and  to  help  these 
facilities  improve  their  fiscal  records  for  pay- 
ment purposes.  Similar  provisions  in  the 
medicare  program  (which  finances  such  serv- 
ices on  a  100-percent  basis  from  the  Federal 
hospital  insurance  trust  fund)  are  repealed 
effective  July  1,  1969,  when  this  provision 
goes  into  effeet. 

Payments  for  Services  and  Care  by  a  Third 
Party — Medicaid 

States  are  required  to  take- steps  to  assure 
that  the  medical  expenses  of  a  person  cov- 
ered under  the  medicaid  program,  which  a 
third  party  has  a  legal  obligation  to  pay,  will 
not  be  paid,  or,  if  liability  is  later  deter- 
mined, that  steps  will  be  taken  to  secure 
reimbursement. 

Medicaid  Safeguards 

The  amendment  requires  States  to  estab- 
lish methods  and  procedures  designed  to 
safeguard  against  unnecessary  utilization  of 
health  care  and  services,  as  well  as  to  assure 
that  payments  (including  payments  for 
drugs)  do  not  exceed  reasonable  charges 
and  that  they  are  made  on  a  basis  consistent 
with  efficiency,  economy,  and  quality  of  care. 
Skilled  Nursing  Home  Standards 
Under  Medicaid 

States  are  required,  as  a  condition  for  par- 
ticipation in  the  medicaid  program,  to  place 
assistance  recipients  only  in  those  licensed 
nursing  homes  which  meet  certain  condi- 
tions. The  conditions  include  requirements 
which  relate  to  environment,  sanitation,  and 
housekeeping  now  applicable  to  extended 
care  facilities  under,  medicare,  as  well  as  fire 
safety  standards  of  the  life  safety  code  of 
the  National  Fire  Protection  Association 
(unless  the  Secretary  finds  that  a  State's 
existing  fire  code  is  adequate). 

States  will  also  have  to  have  a  professional 
medical  audit  program  under  which  periodic 
medical  evaluations  of  the  appropriateness 
of  care  provided  title  XIX  patients  in  nurs- 
ing homes,  mental  hospitals,  and  other  insti- 
tutions will  be  made. 

Effective  July  1,  1970,  States  which  provide 
skilled  nursing  home  care  under  medicaid 
will  also  be  expected  to  provide  home  health 
care  services. 

Federal  Matching  for  Assistance  Recipients 
in  Intermediate  Care  Facilities 
Under  current  law,  vendor  payments  may 
be  made  with  Federal  sharing  only  in  behalf 
of  persons  in  medical  facilities,  such  as 
skilled  nursing  homes.  There  is  no  Federal 
vendor  payment  matching  for  people  who 
need  institutional  care  in  the  intermediate 
range  between  that  which  is  provided  in  a 


boarding  house  (for  which  eligible  persons 
may  receive  a  money  payment  under  the 
money  payment  programs),  and  those  who 
need  the  comprehensive  services  of  skilled 
nursing  homes. 

The  amendments  provide  for  vendor  pay- 
ments in  behalf  of  persons  who  qualify  for 
OAA,  AB,  or  APTD,  and  who  are  living  in 
facilities  (including  a  Christian  Science 
sanitarium)  which  are  more  than  boarding 
houses  but  which  are  less  than  skilled  nurs- 
ing homes.  The  rate  of  Federal  sharing  for 
payments  for  care  in  those  institutions  is  at 
the  same  rate  as  for  medical  assistance  under 
title  XIX.  Such  homes  will  have  to  meet 
safety  and  sanitation  standards  comparable 
to  those  required  for  nursing  homes  in  a 
given  State. 

This  provision  should  result  in  a  reduction 
in  the  cost  of  title  XIX  by  allowing  States  to 
relocate  substantial  numbers  of  welfare 
recipients  who  are  now  in  skilled  nursing 
homes  in  lower  cost  institutions. 

Maintenance  of  State  Effort 

Present  law  contains  certain  provisions 
which  in  effect  require  that  the  additional 
Federal  dollars  States  received  as  a  result  of 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1965  are 
passed  on  to  recipients  or  are  otherwise  used 
in  the  State's  welfare  program,  for  a  period 
ending  July  1,  1969.  The  amendments  adds  to 
the  lcinds  of  expenditures  States  may  count 
(from  July  1,  1966)  in  determining  whether 
they  are  satisfying  the  maintenance  of  effort 
provisions.  The  maintenance  of  effort  pro- 
vision as  amended  would  terminate  July  1, 
1968. 

Direct  Billing — Medicaid 

Under  present  law,  States  are  required  to 
pay  for  health  services  under  medical  assist- 
ance programs  directly  to  the  provider  of  the 
services.  Under  the  amendment,  States  will 
be  permitted  to  make  a  direct  payment  to  the 
recipient  for  physicians'  and  dentists'  serv- 
ices with  respect  to  those  medical  assistance 
recipients  who  are  not  also  receiving  cash 
assistance. 

Required  Services  Under  Medicaid 

States  now  have  to  provide,  as  a  minimum, 
five  basic  services:  Inpatient  hospital  serv- 
ices, outpatient  hospital  services,  other 
laboratory  and  X-ray  services,  skilled  nursing 
home  services,  and  physician's  services.  States 
may  select  a  number  of  other  items  of  service 
from  an  additional  list  in  the  law. 

Under  the  amendments  States  will  be  re- 
quired to  provide  the  basic  five  services  for 
all  money  payment  recipients  (the  most 
needy  receiving  help  under  the  program). 
With  respect  to  the  medically  indigent,  States 
would  be  allowed  to  select  either  the  first 
five,  or  seven  out  of  14,  services  authorized 
under  the  law,  except  that  if  nursing  home 
or  hospital  care  services  are  selected,  a  State 
must  also  provide  physician's  services  in 
those  institutions.  Subsequent  to  July  1, 
1970,  a  State  would  also  be  required  to  pro- 
vide home  health  services  for  its  cash  assist- 
ance recipients. 

Christian  Scientists — Health  Programs 

The  amendments  add  a  provision  to  the 
medical  assistance  (title  XTX)  and  the  child 
health  programs  (title  V),  making  it  clear 
that  no  provision  in  such  titles  requires  an 
individual  to  undergo  medical  screening, 
diagnosis,  or  treatment,  where  contrary  to 
his  religious  belief,  except  in  cases  involving 
contagious  disease  or  environmental  health. 

Hospital  Deductibles  and  Copayment  for 
Medically  Indigent 

Under  present  law,  States  may  not  impose 
any  deductibles  or  cost  sharing  provisions 
with  respect  to  hospital  care  under  the  med- 
icaid program.  Under  the  amendments,  the 
costs  of  hospital  care  received  by  the  med- 
ically needy  will  be  subject  to  deductibles  or 
other  cost  sharing  if  a  State  desired  to  have 
such  provisions  in  its  program.  No  such  de- 
ductible or  cost  sharing  could  be  imposed 
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with  respect  to  money  payment  recipients, 
as  under  existing  law. 

Essential  Person — Medicaid 
The  amendments  extend  medical  assist- 
ance to  certain  "essential  persons."  At  pres- 
ent there  is  no  provision  in  title  XIX  which 
permits  a  State  to  receive  Federal  matching 
for  medical  assistance  provided  for  "essential 
person."  An  "essential  person"  is  denned  as 
the  spouse  to  an  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  pub- 
lic assistance  recipient  who  is  living  with 
him,  and  essential  or  necessary  to  his  welfare 
and  whose  needs  are  taken  into  account  in 
determining  the  amount  of  his  cash  pay- 
ment. The  wife  of  an  OAA  recipient,  for  ex- 
ample, who  herself  is  not  eligible  for  cash 
assistance  because  she  is  under  age  65  will 
be  eligible  for  medical  assistance  if  the  State 
plan  so  provided. 

Licensing  of  Nursing  Home  Administrators 
Under  Medicaid 
The  amendments  require  States  to  license 
administrators  of  nursing  homes.  Admin- 
istrators currently  operating  a  home  who  do 
not  qualify  initially  would  have  until  July 
1,  1972,  to  qualify.  In  the  meantime,  the 
States  would  be  required  to  offer  programs 
of  training  to  assist  administrators  to  qualify. 
Optometric    Services   Under    Child  Health 
Programs 

Persons  receiving  health  services  under 
child  health  programs  will  be  free  to  utilize 
the  services  of  optometrists  when  appro- 
priate. 

Family  Planning 
Family  planning  expenditures  are  now  made 
under  the  maternal  and  child  health  pro- 
gram in  title  V  and  through  medical  assist- 
ance under  title  XIX,  as  a  medical  services 
expenditure.  States  are  free  to  offer  family 
planning  services  to  AFDC  recipients  under 


title  IV,  but  there  are  no  Federal  require- 
ments. Under  the  amendments,  States  will  be 
required  to  offer  family  planning  services  to 
all  appropriate  AFDC  recipients.  Federal 
matching  of  these  expenditures  will  be  pro- 
vided. In  addition,  authorizations  for  the 
maternal  and  child  health  programs  are  in- 
creased, and  6  percent  of  the  appropriated 
funds  are  earmarked  for  family  planning. 
(An  estimated  $15  million  would  be  spent  for 
that  purpose  under  the  1969  authorization, 
with  increases  thereafter) .  Demonstration 
projects  would  need  to  be  developed  for  the 
provision  of  family  planning  services  for 
mothers  in  needy  areas. 

Language  is  included  to  clarify  that  the 
acceptance  of  family  plannnig  services  is 
voluntary  and  not  a  requisite  for  the  receipt 
of  assistance. 

Training  of  Personnel  for  Health  Care  and 
Related  Services  for  Mothers  and  Children 

The  amendments  will  direct  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  "to  give 
special  attention  to"  programs  providing 
training  at  the  undergraduate  level  in  mak- 
ing grants  for  training  of  such  personnel. 
Consolidation  and  Increase  of  Child  Health 
Authorizations 

The  amendments  consolidate  the  existing 
separate  child  health  authorizations  into 
one  single  authorization  with  three  general 
categories.  Beginning  with  1969,  50  percent  of 
the  total  authorization  would  be  for  formula 
grants,  40  percent  for  project  grants,  and  10 
percent  for  research  and  training.  By  July 

1972  the  States  would  have  to  take  over  the 
responsibility  for  the  project  grants,  and  90 
percent  of  the  total  authorization  would  then 
go  to  the  States  in  the  form  of  formula 
grants.  Total  authorizations  would  increase 
from  $250  million  in  1969  to  $350  million  in 

1973  and  thereafter. 


Additional  Requirements  on  the  States 
Under  the  Formula  Grant  Program — Child 
Health 

State  plans  must  provide  for  the  early 
identification  and  treatment  of  crippled 
children.  Title  XIX  is  amended  to  conform 
to  this  requirement.  The  States  must  also 
devote  special  attention  to  family  planning 
services  and  dental  care  for  children  in  the 
development  of  demonstration  services. 
Project  Grants — Child  Health 

Until  July  1972,  the  amendment  authorizes 
project  grants  (1)  to  help  reduce  the  inci- 
dence of  mental  retardation  and  other  handi- 
capping conditions  caused  by  complications 
associated  with  childbearing,  and  to  help  re- 
duce infant  and  maternal  mortality;  (2)  to 
promote  the  health  of  children  and  youth  of 
school  and  preschool  age;  and  (3)  to  provide 
dental  care  and  services  to  children.  Begin- 
ning July  1972,  responsibility  for  these  proj- 
ects will  be  transferred  to  the  States. 

The  fiscal  year  1968  authorization  for  ma- 
ternity   and    infant   care   special  projects 
grants  is  increased  from  $30  to  $35  million. 
Limitation  on  Federal  Matching  for  Puerto 
Rico,  Guam,  and  Virgin  Islands 

The  dollar  limit  for  Federal  financial  par- 
ticipation in  public  assistance  for  Puerto 
Rico  is  raised  from  the  present  $9.8  million 
to  $12.5  million  for  1968,  $15  million  for  1969, 
$18  million  for  1970,  $21  million  for  1971  and 
$24  million  for  1972  and  thereafter.  Up  to  an 
additional  $2  million  can  be  certified  for  fam- 
ily planning  services  and  expenses  to  support 
work  incentive  programs. 

Under  medicaid  an  overall  dollar  limit  of 
$20  million  is  applicable  to  Puerto  Rico  and 
the  ratio  of  Federal  matching  is  changed 
from  55  percent  to  50  percent. 

Proportionate  adjustments  are  made  for 
Guam  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 


TABLE  1. — COMPARISON  OF  MONTHLY  CASH  BENEFITS  UNDER  PRESENT  LAW  AND  UNDER  H.R.  12080  AS  AGREED  TO  BY  THE  CONFERENCE  COMMITTEE 


$67  or  less  $150                    $250                      $300                      $350                      $400                      $550  $650 1 — 

Average  monthly  earnings  after                H.R. 

1950                      Present     H.R.  Present     H.R.  Present       H.R.  Present       H.R.  Present       H.R.  Present       H.R.       Present       H.R.  12080 

law      12080  law      12080       law         12080         law         12080         law         12080         law         12080         law  12080 


1.  Retirement  at  65  or  disability 

'     benefit   $44.50  $55.00  $78.20  $88.40  $101.70  $115.00  $112.40  $127.10  $124.20  $140.40  $135.90  $153.60 

2.  Retirement  at  62                        35.20  44.00  62.60  70.80  81.40  92.00  90.00  101.70  99.40  112.40  108.80  122.90 

3.  Wife's  benefit  at  65  or  with 

child  in  her  care.    22.00  27.50  39.10  44.20  50.90  57.50  56.20  63.60  62.10  70.20  68.00  76.80 

4.  Wife's  benefit  at  62                     16.50  20.70  29.40  33.20  38.20  43.20  42.20  47.70  46.60  52.70  51.00  57.60 

5.  1  child  of  retired  or  disabled 

worker                                  22.00  27.50  39.10  44.20  50.90  57.50  56.20  63.60  62.10  70.20  68.00  76.80 

6.  Widow,  62  or  older                      44.00  55.00  64.60  73.00  84.00  94.90  92.80  104.90  102.50  115.90  112.20  126.80 

7.  Widow  at  60,  no  child                  38.20  47.70  56.00  63.30  72.80  82.30  80.50  91.00  88.90  100.50  97.30  109.90 

8.  Disabled  widow  at  age  50   33.40    44.50   ___  57.60    63.60   70.30    76.90 

9.  Widow  under  62  and  1  child   66.00  82.50  117.40  132.60  152.60  172.60  168.60  190.80  186.40  210.60  204.00  230.40 

10.  Widow  under  62  and  2  children.  66.00  82.50  102.00  132.60  202.40  202.40  240.00  240.00  279.60  280.80  306.00  322.40 

11.  1  Surviving  child                        44.00  55.00  58.70  66.30  76.30  86.30  84.30  95.40  93.20  105.30  102.00  115.20 

12.  2  surviving  children   66.00  82.50  117.40  132.60  152.60  172.60  168.60  190.80  186.40  210.60  204.00  230.40 

13.  Maximum  family  benefit.   66.00  82.50  120.00  132.60  202.40  202.40  240.00  240.00  280.80  280.80  309.20  322.40 

14.  Maximum  lump-sum  death 

payment   132.00  165.00  234.60  255.00  255.00  255.00  255.00  255.00  255.00  255.00  255.00  255.00 


$168.  00 

$189. 90 

$218.  00 

134.  40 

152. 00 

174.  40 

84. 00 

95.  00 

2  105.  00 

63.  00 

71.30 

78.  80 

84.00 

95.  00 

109.  00 

138. 60 

156. 70 

179. 90 

120.  20 

135. 90 

156.  00 

95.  00 

109.  10 

252.  00 

285.  00 

327.  00 

368.  00 

395.  60 

434.  40 

126.  00 

142.  50 

163.  50 

252.  00 

285.  00 

327.  00 

368.  00 

395. 60 

434.  40 

255.  00 

255.  00 

255.  00 

i  Maximum  AME  under  H.R.  12080.  2  Maximum  wife's  benefit 

Source:  Social  Security  Administration. 


TABLE  2.— MAXIMUM  CONTRIBUTION  AMOUNTS  UNDER  AMENDMENTS— OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  DISABILITY,  AND  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE 


OASDT 

Health  insurance 

Total 

OASDT 

Health  insurance 

Total 

Calendar  year 

Previous 

1967 

Previous 

1967 

Previous 

1967 

Calendar  year 

Previous 

1967 

Previous 

1967 

Previous 

1967 

law 

amend- 

law 

amend- 

law 

amend- 

law 

amend- 

law 

amend- 

law 

amend- 

ments 

ments 

ments 

ments 

ments 

ments 

1967  

Employee 

1967.. _  

Self-employed 

$257.  40 

$257. 40 
296.  40 
327. 60 
358.  80 
390.  00 

390.  00 

$33. 00 
33.  00 
33.00 
33.  00 
36.  30 

52.80 

$33. 00 
46.  80 
46.  80 
46.  80 
50.  70 

70.20 

$290.  40 
290. 40 
323.  40 
323.  40 
356.  40 

372.  90 

$290.  40 
343. 20 
374. 40 
405. 60 
440.  70 

460. 20 

$389.  40 

$389. 40 
452.  40 
491.  40 
538. 20 
546.  00 

546. 00 

$33.  00 
33.  00 
33.  00 
33.  00 
36.  30 

52.80 

$33.00 
46.80 
46.80 
46.80 
50.  70 

70.  20 

$422.  40 
422.  40 
468.  60 
468. 60 
498.  30 

514.80 

$422. 40 
499. 20 
538. 20 
585. 00 
5%.  70 

616. 20 

1968   

257.  40 

1968   

389.  40 

1969-70  

290.  40 

1969-70.  

435. 60 

1971-72  

290.  40 

1971-72  

435. 60 

1973-75  

320. 10 

1973-75....  

462.00 

1987  and  after  

320.  10 

1987  and  after  

462. 00 

Source:  Chief  Actuary,  Social  Security  Administration. 
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TABLE  3. — ESTIMATED  ADDITIONAL  OASDI  BENEFIT  PAYMENTS  IN  CALENDAR  YEARS  1968,  1969,  AND  1972  UNDER  AMENDMENTS 

(In  millions  of  dollars] 


Item 


1968 


1969 


1972 


General  benefit  increase..   2,529  3,190  3,604 

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  insured   6  7  5 

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  noninsured   43  43  25 

Liberalized  benefits  with  respect  to  women  workers   73  90  101 

Special  disability  insured  status  under  age  31  .  60  72  77 


Item 


1968 


1969 


1972 


Disabled  widow's  benefits  at  age  50    50 

Earnings  test  liberalization..     140 

Total       2,901 


63 
221 


73 
244 


3,686 


4,129 


Source:  Chief  Actuary,  Social  Security  Administration. 
TABLE  4.— COMPARISON  OF  C0NTRI BUTION  INCOME  AND  BENEFIT  OUTGO  UNDER  PRESENT  LAW  AND  UNDER  AMENDMENTS.OLD-AGE  SURVIVORS,  DISABILITY,  AND  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE 

[In  billions  of  dollars 


Calendar  year 


Contribution  income 


Benefit  outgo 


Excess  of  contribu- 
tions over  benefits 


Present  law 


1967.    28.5 

1968..   29.6 

1969    33.7 

1970   ..  35.2 

1971     36.2 

1972...    37.2 


24.2 
25.5 
26.9 
28.2 
29.4 
30.8 


4.3 
4.1 
6.8 
7.0 
6.8 
6.4 


Calendar  year 


Contribution  ncome 


Benefit  outgo 


Amendments 


1968   31.0 

1969   35.2 

1970    36.8 

19Tt    40.8 

1972.  _    42.5 


28.3 
30.4 
31.8 
33.3 
34.7 


Excess  of  contribu- 
tions over  benefits 


2.7 
4.8 
5.0 
7.5 
7.8 


Source:  Chief  Actuary,  Social  Security  Administration. 

TABLE  5. — DETAIL  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE  AND  CHILD  HEALTH  COSTS  AGREED  TO  BY  THE  CONFERENCE  COMMITTEE 

(In  millions  of  dollars) 


Fiscal  Fiscal 


year 
1968 


year 
1969 


Fiscal  Fiscal  Fiscal 
year  year  year 
1970         1971  1972 


1,  741.  0 
2, 690.  0 
1,750.0 


160.0 
100.0 
30.0 
209.0 
33.0 
35.0 
14.2 
2.0 

40.0 

16.0 

7.5 

646.7 


1, 837.  0 
3, 118.  0 
1,776.0 


6,181.0  6,731.0 


Public  assistance: 

AFDC  costs  if  there  is  no  change  in 

present  law  i    1,462.0   1,  555.0  1,647.0 

Title  XIX  costs  if  there  is  no  change 

in  present  law  2..   1,391.0  1,913.0  2,289.0 

All  other  public  assistance  costs  if 

there  is  no  change  in  present  law3.  1,647.0   1,700.0  1,725.0 

Subtotal,  present  law   4,500.0   5,168.0  5,661.0 

Increases  in  the  bill: 

Daycare     (O          35.0  80.0 

Other  social  services   (<)          35.0  70.0 

Earnings  exemptions  —  -  (<)          20.0  25.0 

Work  training  _   30      129.0  165.0 

Foster  care  _   (♦)          10.0  20.0 

Emergency  assistance    (<)          10.0  20.0 

Puerto  Rico,  et  al   (<)           7.8  11.0 

Demonstration  projects   (*)           2.0  2.0 

Additional  child  health  requirements 

in  title  XIX    30.0 

OAA,    AB,   APTD    spouses  under 

medicaid    (<)          14.0  15.0 

Medical  review  program  for  nursing 

homes                                                     2.5  5.0 

Subtotal,  increases   «  50      265.3  443.0 


350.0 
125.0 
35.0 
308.0 
40.0 
35.0 
17.5 
2.0 

50.0 

17.0 

10.0 

989.5 


Fiscal 
year 
1968 


Fiscal 
year 
1969 


Fiscal 
year 
1970 


Fiscal 
year 
1971 


Fiscal 
year 
1972 


Decreases  in  the  bill: 

AFDC  limitation         

AFDC  reductions  for  persons  trained.   —11.0  —63.0  -145.0  —257.0 

Restrictions  on  title  XIX  _   -329.0  -678.0  -1,037.0  -1,405.0 

Decreases  in  public  assistance  due  to 

social  security  benefit  increase   —15  —65.0  —70.0  —75.0  —75.0 

Federal  participation  in  cost  on  care 

in  "Intermediate  care  facilities"   —10.0  -  20.0  —29.0  -  29.0 

Subtotal  decreases   -15  -415.0  -831.0  -1,286.0  -1,766.0 

Net  cost  of  savings  due  to  public 

assistanceamendments..   —35  —149.7  -  388.0  —639.3  -  766.5 

Total    public    assistance  as 

amended  by  bill   4,535  5,018.3  5,237.0  5,541.7  5,954.5 

Child  welfare: 

Present  law      55  55.0  60.0  60.0  60.0 

Increase  for  child  welfare  services...    45.0  50.0  50.0  50.0 

Increase  for  child  welfare  research...    5.0  10.0  15.0  15.0 

Subtotal,  increases   50. 0  60. 0  65. 0  65. 0 

Social  work  manpower..     5.0  5.0  5.0  5.0 

Net  public  welfare  cost  or  savings 

in  bill  -.   35  -94.7  -323.0  -569.3  -706.5 

Child  Health: 

Authorizations  in  bill    203  250.0  275.0  300.0  325.0 

Authorization  in  present  law   198  210.  5  225.  5  225.  5  225.  5 

Increase  in  bill...   5  39.5  49.5  74.5  99.5 


1  Assumes  annual  increase  in  the  rolls  of  about  200,000,  based  on  the  experience  of  the  past  continued  increase  in  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally  disabled,  based  on  experience;  allows 
several  years;  allows  increase  of  $1  each  year  in  the  average  monthly  payment  per  recipient,  in  increases  for  average  payments. 

line  with  recent  experience.  <  1968  cost  of  $20,000,000  related  to  these  items  undistributed. 

2  Includes  all  medical  vendor  payments;  assumes  5-percent  annual  increase  in  unit  costs  after  „  .    _  ,       .      .     ,„„„  . 

jggg                               Tit               >■  Note;  gosts  are  [jase(j  on  jggg  prices  except  as  n0(e(j  m  assumptions. 

3  Assumes  continued  decline  in  number  of  old-age  assistance  and  aid  to  the  blind  recipients,  and 


Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 


TABLE  6.— WORK  TRAINING  IMPACT  OF  WORK  INCENTIVE 
PROGRAM 


Full-time 

Federal 

job 

Work 

AFDC 

Trainees 

place- 

Fiscal year 

training 

reduction 

(thou- 

ments 

expenses 

due  to 

sands)  i 

after 

(millions) 

training 

training 

(millions) 

(thou- 

sands) 

1968  

$30 

27 

1969  

2  129 

-$11 

110 

13 

1970  

165 

-63 

150 

55 

1971  

209 

-145 

190 

75 

1972  

308 

-257 

280 

95 

Total. 

841 

-476 

757 

250 

1  Does  not  include  recipients  on  priority  III  work  projects. 

2  Includes  $8,000,000  1-year  cost  for  priority  III  work  projects 
(for  public  agencies). 


Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Labor. 


Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  12080, 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967, 
was  the  product  of  long  and  exhaustive 
deliberations  on  the  part  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means.  It  was  the 
subject  of  8  hours  of  debate  in  this  body. 

As  originally  passed  by  the  House,  by 
the  overwhelming_margin  of  415  to  3,  it 
was  a  good  bill  and  I  am  pleased  that  the 
conference  committee  adopted  most  of 
the  welfare  provisions  in  the  original 
House  version. 

It  was  a  bill  I  supported,  and  I  have 
been  shocked  to  learn  that  Federal  tax 
dollars,  through  the  so-called  war  on 
poverty,  apparently  have  been  used  to 
misinform  welfare  recipients  regarding 
the  contents  of  the  measure. 


I  have  at  hand  a  letter  which  was 
mailed  to  ADC -mothers  in  Black  Hawk 
County,  Iowa,  bearing  the  names  of  the 
president,  vice  president,  secretary,  and 
treasurer  of  a  group  called  Mothers  for 
Adequate  Welfare.  This  group  was 
formed  with  the  staff  assistance  of  the 
legal  services  program,  Black  Hawk 
County  Legal  Aid  Society,  Waterloo, 
Iowa,  and  the  legal  services  program  is 
operating  with  a  grant  from  the  Office 
of  Economic  Opportunity  of  more  than 
$66,000. 

Although,  as  I  say,  the  letter  bears  the 
names  of  the  officers  of  the  Mothers  for 
Adequate  Welfare,  I  have  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  it  was  prepared  by  Robert  C. 
Oberbillig,  director  of  the  legal  services 
program,  or  by  a  member  of  his  staff. 
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It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  Black 
Hawk  County  group  has  affiliated  with 
an  outfit  in  Washington  known  as  the 
Poverty  Rights  Action  Group.  Operating 
from  the  Poverty  Rights  Action  Center, 
1713  R  Street  NW.,  Washington,  D.C., 
this  is  the  organization  which  reportedly 
mobilized  ADC  mothers  to  disrupt  hear- 
ings before  the  Senate  Finance  Com- 
mittee when  that  committee  was  con- 
sidering H.R.  12080.  Referring  to  the 
demonstration,  the  lead  paragraph  of  a 
Washington  Post  article  on  September 
20, 1967,  reads  as  follows: 

A  bitter  band  of  welfare  mothers  staged  a 
"wait-in"  for  the  entire  Senate  Finance 
Committee  yesterday  after  testifying  that 
there  would  be  a  "holocaust  in  every  city"  if 
restrictive  House-passed  welfare  changes 
become  law. 

Also  interesting  to  note  is  the  fact  that 
a  member  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
Poverty  Rights  Action  Group  is  one 
Richard  Cloward,  a  professor  in  the 
School  of  Social  Work,  Columbia  Univer- 
sity, New  York  City.  Let  me  read  the 
following  from  an  article  written  by  Clo- 
ward and  a  Frances  Fox  Piven  which  ap- 
peared in  the  May  2,  1966,  issue  of  the 
Nation  magazine: 

The  right  to  income  must  be  guaranteed  or 
the  oppression  of  the  welfare  poor  will  not  be 
eliminated  ....  In  order  to  generate  a  crisis, 
the  poor  must  obtain  benefits  which  they 
have  forfeited  

By  crisis,  we  mean  a  publicly  visible  dis- 
ruption in  some  institutional  sphere.  Crisis 
can  occur  spontaneously  (e.g.  riots)  or  as  the 
intended  result  of  tactics  of  demonstration 
and  protest  which  either  generate  institu- 
tional disruption  or  bring  unrecognized  dis- 
ruption to  public  attention.  Public  trouble  is 
political  liability;  it  calls  for  action  by  polit- 
ical leaders  to  stabilize  the  situation.  Be- 
cause crisis  usually  creates  or  exposes  conflict 
it  threatens  to  produce  cleavages  in  a  political 
consensus  which  politicians  will  ordinarily 
act  to  avert. 

What  the  authors  of  this  article  pro- 
pose is  the  destruction  of  established  sys- 
tems unless  the  demands  of  welfare 
recipients,  no  matter  how  unreasonable, 
are  met.  I  have  no  intention  of  submitting 
to  their  intimidation  and  political  black- 
mail. 

And  I  am  confident  the  vast  majority 
of  citizens  of  the  district  I  have  the  honor 
of  representing  would  not  want  me  to 
yield.  I  am  also  confident  they  do  not 
approve  of  the  use  of  Federal  tax  revenue 
to  support  the  activities  of  the  Mothers 
for  Adequate  Welfare  when  that  group 
has  affiliated  with  a  radical  national  or- 
ganization which  apparently  advocates 
revolution  and  threatens  a  "holocaust  in 
every  city." 

Getting  back  to  the  letter  which  was 
distributed  by  the  Mothers  for  Adequate 
Welfare,  let  me  read  excerpts  from  it 
with  reference  to  the  welfare  provisions 
of  H.R.  12080: 

If  the  Senate  should  pass  this  bill  in  its 
present  form,  you  (ADC  Mothers)  would  be 
required  to  work  in  jobs  that  would  be 
assigned  to  you  by  the  County  regardless  of 
how  much  money  they  would  pay  you.  If  you 
had  any  children  16  years  or  older  in  your 
family,  they  too  would  be  required  to  work. 

What  this  law  basically  means  if  it  is 
passed  is  that  you  are  of  no  value  to  your 
children  and  that  it  would  be  better  that 
you  be  taken  out  of  the  home  to  work  or 
they  be  taken  from  you  than  to  have  you 
care  for  your  children  as  you  are  presently. 


I  am  confident  that  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mills] 
and  other  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  resent,  as  I  do,  this 
attempt  to  misinform  welfare  recipients 
regarding  the  purpose  of  the  public  as- 
sistance provisions  of  the  bill  on  which 
they  worked  so  long  and  hard. 

It  is  my  understanding,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  there  is  nothing  in  H.R.  12080  which 
would  require  any  adult  or  child,  who  is 
suffering  from  a  physical  or  other  handi- 
cap, to  take  a  job.  And  it  is  not  intended, 
as  I  understand  the  bill,  to  take  a  mother 
away  from  the  home  where  her  presence 
is  needed.  Neither  would  any  child  be 
made  to  quit  school  and  take  a  job. 

It  does  not  seem  to  occur  to  those  indi- 
viduals who  would  misinform  these  ADC 
mothers  that  what  they  are  doing  is 
jeopardizing  the  entire  aid  to  dependent 
children  program,  for  make  no  mistake 
about  it,  unless  we  can  slow  down  the 
tremendous  rate  of  growth  in  the  num- 
ber of  those  receiving  aid,  the  ADC  pro- 
gram could  be  abandoned  because  of  the 
inability  of  hard-pressed  taxpayers  to 
pay  the  costs. 

Under  the  circumstances,  it  is  indeed 
strange  that  anyone  who  purports  to  be 
interested  in  the  welfare  of  ADC  mothers 
would  raise  objections  when  this  body 
attempts  to  obtain  adoption  of  construc- 
tive measures  to  bring  about  long  over- 
due improvements  in  the  program. 

Mr.  BURKE  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  at  this  time,  I  wish  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  Members  to  a  few  of  the 
many  messages  I  have  received  through- 
out the  country  in  opposition  to  that  part 
of  the  conference  report  on  H.R.  12080 
which  refers  to  the  aid  for  dependent 
children  caseload  freeze.  They  come  from 
some  of  the  outstanding  authorities  in 
the  Nation  and  I  ask  leave  to  enter  some 
of  them  in  the  Record  at  this  time.  I  also 
include  an  editorial  that  appeared  in  the 
Boston  Globe  on  Tuesday,  December  12, 
1967,  which  expresses  the  concern  of  that 
newspaper,  which  will  appear  after  the 
messages: 

APL—CIO  urges  you  vote  against  conference 
report  on  Social  Security.  OASDI  recipients 
deserve  much  more  than  meager  increases  it 
contains.  We  deplore  punitive  Welfare  pro- 
visions in  report  which  unfairly  and  unjustly 
penalize  Naiton's  poor  just  because  they  are 
poor.  Your  vote  for  rejection  of  Conference 
Report  would  enable  a  new  conference  to 
write  an  adequate  Social  Security  Bill. 

George  Meany, 
President,  AFL-CIO. 

We  urge  your  leadership  to  persuade  the 
House  to  reject  Conference  Report  pn  H.R. 
12080.  Title  II  is  most  harmful  legislation 
affecting  children  to  be  proposed  during  last 
32  years.  Please  use  strongest  efforts  to  adopt 
Senate  version  or  eliminate  Title  II  of  Bill. 

Joseph  H.  Reid, 
Executive    Director,    Child  Welfare 
League  of  America. 

United  Community  Services  of  Metropoli- 
tan Boston  strongly  opposes  punitive  Welfare 
provisions  of  Social  Security  Amendment  Bill 
particularly  AFDC  Case  Load  Freeze.  Respect- 
fully urge  Massachusetts  delegation  stand 
together  to  defeat  these  restrictions. 

John  O.  Rhome, 

President. 

Appalled  at  Congressional  Conference 
Committee  recommendation  for  Social  Secu- 
rity Amendments.  Please  do  not  vote  to  limit 


the  AFDC  Case  Load.  For  Congress  to  deny 
food  to  needy  children,  some  yet  unborn  is 
an  atrocity. 

Rt.  Rev.  Joseph  T.  Alves. 
Rev.  Francis  G.  O'Sullivan. 
Rev.  Eugene  P.  McNamara. 

Conference  Committee  Report  Social  Secu- 
rity Bill  appalling  Title  II  provisions  freez- 
ing AFDC  Case  Load  and  forcing  work  morallv 
and  financially  unsound.  Plead  with  you  not 
to  accept  Conference  Committee  Report  or 
any  Bill  with  these  regressive  features.  Would 
be  tremendous  set  back  for  the  Nation. 

Rt.  Rev.  Joseph  T.  Alves, 
Chairman,  Social  Policy  and  Action 
Division,    National    Association  of 
Social  Workers,  Massachusetts  Coun- 
cil of  Chapter. 

[From  the  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  12,  1967] 
Let  'Em  Eat  Cake 
With  Congress  racing  to  get  away  from 
Washington  for  a  month's  Christmas  vaca- 
tion, there  is  probably  little  to  be  done  about 
the  Conference  Committee's  agreement  on 
amendments  to  the  Social  Security  law  ex- 
cept to  deplore  the  committee's  niggardli- 
ness. 

Deplored,  then,  it  is.  And  to  the  hilt.  It 
comes  on  the  heels  of  another  such  com- 
mittee's cutting  of  the  antipoverty  authori- 
zation a  few  days  earlier,  the  slashing  of  for- 
eign aid  funds  and  the  pittance  distributed 
with  such  fanfare  for  the  Model  Cities  pro- 
gram. It  comes  at  a  time  when  billions  are 
still  pouring  uninterruptedly  into  govern- 
ment financed  research  for  supersonic  air- 
craft, safe  automobiles,  nuclear  produced  gas 
and  oil  and  other  such  private  industry  proj- 
ects, including  virtually  unsupervised  spend- 
ing by  the  arms  and  munitions  industry. 

It  confirms  fears  that  any  cuts  which 
Washington  is  about  to  make  in  spending 
will  be  at  the  expense  of  those  least  able  to 
pay  and  least  able  to  defend  their  interests. 
It  justifies  the  outrage  of  progressive  sena- 
tors who  will  demand  (forlornly  at  this  late 
date)  that  the  Senate  reject  it  and  return  it 
to  a  new  and  rectifying  conference. 

Its  most  regressive  feature  is  the  proposed 
revision  of  welfare  laws  curtailing  benefits 
to  welfare  mothers  and  dependent  children. 
A  government  once  called  humanitarian  has 
decided  to  save  a  few  dollars  at  the  expense 
of  children  whose  crime  is  that  they  un- 
wisely chose  to  be  born  into  welfare  fam- 
ilies after  a  legislatively  prescribed  cutoff 
date. 

Children  and  welfare  mothers  are  hit  at 
one  end  of  the  bill  and  the  aged  ill  at  the 
other.  Typical  is  the  provision  limiting  the 
sum  which  the  aged  infirm  may  deduct  from 
their  income  taxes  for  medicines  and  drugs. 
This  is  not  only  unfair  but  an  instance  of 
borrowing  from  Peter  to  pay  Paul,  for  plainly 
the  aged  poor  will  have  to  get  the  money  for 
essential  medication  from  one  quarter  or 
another — if  not  out  of  deductions  from  taxes, 
then  from  welfare  or  private  charity  and 
with  all  of  the  humiliation  forced  on  such 
recipients. 

Great  to-do  has  been  made  of  an  increase 
of  $1680  from  the  current  limitation  of  $1500 
in  the  wages  which  may  be  earned  without 
losing  Social  Security  benefits.  But  this  is 
merely  to  continue  a  gross  inequity,  for  the 
premiums  already  have  been  paid  and  there 
is  no  such  limitation  at  all  on  unearned 
income. 

The  crowning  bit  of  nonsense  is  in  the 
meager  increase  in  benefits,  an  increase 
which  underscores  the  fact  that  the  Social 
Security  law  is  not  a  security  law  at  all,  but 
an  insecurity  law.  There  can  be  no  objection 
to  the  proposed  increase  in  premiums.  But 
$1680  a  year  (the  maximum  now  permitted 
in  wages)  plus  $55  a  month  (the  new  min- 
imum in  Social  Security  monthly  benefits) 
figures  out  at  $45  a  week,  which  is  scarcely 
enough  to  maintain  a  man  without  other  as- 
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sistance — other  assistance  which  the  law,  in 
theory,  is  intended  to  obviate. 

The  compromise,  says  the  A.F.L.-C.I.O.,  is 
inhumane.  It  may  not  be  that.  But  it  comes 
close. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  strongly  endorse  the 
sentiments  expressed  in  these  messages 
pertaining  to  AFDC  and  child  welfare. 
I  opposed  these  restrictive  amendments 
as  a  member  of  the  House  Ways  and 
Means  Committee. 

I  am  particularly  distressed  with  the 
recommendations  accepted  by  the  con- 
ferees in  the  field  of  aid  to  dependent 
children.  This  program  was  originally 
initiated  to  provide  funds  which  could 
meet  the  financial  needs  of  families 
with  children,  and  would  encourage  a 
strengthening  of  the  family  unit  by  keep- 
ing children  and  parents  together. 

Under  this  program,  the  conferees 
have  asked  us  to  withhold  support  from 
those  children  who  represent  an  increase 
in  the  proportionate  number  receiving 
AFDC  in  each  State.  It  has  placed  an 
emphasis  on  insuring  that  adults  and 
older  children  in  AFDC  families  enter 
the  labor  market  and  accept  employment 
so  they  may  become  self-sufficient.  I  be- 
lieve we  too  often  forget  that  in  most 
AFDC  families  there  is  only  one  per- 
cent— a  mother — and  if  she  be  required 
to  work,  the  care  of  preschool  children 
would  necessarily  be  left  to  others,  usu- 
ally older  children  who  are  forced  to  drop 
out  of  school  in  order  to  help  at  home. 

And,  too,  there  is  the  appalling  sugges- 
tion that  we  abandon  the  concept  of 
comparability  in  medical  services  as 
originally  mandated  under  title  XLX. 
This  would  have  the  effect  of  downgrad- 
ing standards  of  medical  care  for  chil- 
dren in  AFDC  families,  their  caretakers, 
as  well  as  the  disabled  and  the  blind.  It 
hardly  seems  possible  that  a  Nation  as 
wealthy  as  ours  cannot  provide  adequate 
medical  care  for  the  most  dependent  and 
vulnerable  of  its  members. 

Many  of  our  States,  including  the 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  are 
moving  forward  by  placing  control  of 
welfare  programs  at  a  statewide  level; 
however,  the  AFDC  restrictions  con- 
tained in  this  bill  would  reemphasize  the 
role  of  the  local  agencies  by  requiring 
that  they  be  responsible  for  such  moral 
judgments  as  the  limiting  of  illegitimate 
births,  provision  for  family  planning  and 
the  determining  of  what  constitutes  a 
"suitable"  family  homelife. 

Once  again  the  Federal  Government  is 
pointing  the  finger  of  moral  justice  at 
one  class  of  our  population.  I  do  not  be- 
lieve we  in  the  Federal  Government  are 
qualified  to  make  moral  judgments  of 
this  nature,  and  should  exert  every  effort 
to  remove,  rather  than  encourage,  the 
stigma  which  has  long  been  attached  to 
those  families  receiving  AFDC  and  other 
public  assistance  funds. 

The  most  tragic  fact  about  these  re- 
gressive proposals  is  that  they  are  all  to 
be  at  the  expense  of  children.  It  is  un- 
derstandable that  some  of  us  should  be 
perplexed  and  frustrated  over  the  grow- 
ing number  of  families  requiring  public 
support  and  services.  But  the  problems 
which  these  families  face,  and  which  we 
are  attempting  to  solve  are  extremely 
complex  and  have  been  generations  in 


the  making.  There  can  be  no  immediate 
and  simple  solution.  If  we  believe  other- 
wise, and  pursue  easy  answers,  then  5 
years  from  now  we  shall  find  ourselves 
lamenting  our  failures  as  we  today  com- 
plain about  those  of  the  past  5  years.  We 
must,  therefore,  reconcile  ourselves  to  a 
long  and  sustained,  and  no  doubt,  costly 
effort  and  meanwhile  refrain  from  im- 
posing upon  defenseless  children  the  cost 
of  society's  or  their  parent's  failures  and 
inadequacies. 

It  is  my  intention  to  continue  efforts 
toward  the  expansion  of  social  services, 
as  well  as  a  removal  of  the  restrictions 
imposed  on  the  AFDC  program,  in  an  at- 
tempt to  meet  the  needs  of  our  homeless, 
neglected,  and  deprived  children. 

For  the  future  of  child  welfare,  I  hope 
to  see  adequate  Federal  laws  which  will 
protect  both  the  child  and  our  society;  a 
sufficient  number  of  trained  personnel 
and  the  necessary  facilities  to  provide 
social  services  which  will  be  equally 
available  to  all  children  in  all  political 
subdivisions;  adequate  health  services  to 
insure  the  physical,  emotional,  and  men- 
tal well-being  of  children;  extensive  re- 
search in  child  behavior ;  and  the  oppor- 
tunity for  the  highest  quality  of  edu- 
cation. 

I  know  of  the  worthwhile  assistance 
the  many  private  charitable  and  reli- 
gious groups  have  given  needy  children, 
and  I  am  aware  of  the  millions  of  dollars 
they  have  contributed,  along  with  affili- 
ated organizations.  I  nave  seen  the  out- 
standing results  achieved  by  volunteer 
workers  in  providing  not  only  financial 
assistance  to  our  children,  but  also  the 
guidance  and  understanding  which  is  so 
often  absent  in  broken  or  disrupted 
homes.  I  know  they  will  continue  their 
services  and  dedication  in  making  this  a 
better  world  for  underprivileged  chil- 
dren. 

Because  they  have  shown  an  impres- 
sive interest  along  these  lines,  I  am  con- 
fident that  by  joining  efforts  we  can  re- 
duce the  burdens  weighing  heavily  upon 
this,  our  most  vulnerable  minority  group. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  closing  may  I  say  that 
I  am  not  satisfied  with  the  13 -percent 
increase  for  social  security  recipients. 
The  89th  Congress  promised  to  the  aged 
of  this  country  an  increase  that  would  be 
effective  January  1,.  1967 — this  promise 
was  not  kept.  It  took  a  full  year  to  bring 
this  bill  back  to  the  floor  of  the  House. 
When  this  bill  was  first  reported  to  the 
House  by  the  Ways  and  Means  Commit- 
tee, I  voted  for  it  because  of  the  parlia- 
mentary situation.  I  voted  for  the  bill 
then  in  order  to  keep  the  bill  alive  hop- 
ing and  praying  that  when  it  reached 
the  other  body  increases  would  be  made 
in  the  amounts  for  all  Social  Security 
recipients  and  that  the  minimum  pay- 
ment would  be  raised  to  a  realistic  figure 
in  order  that  the  aged  of  this  country 
could  survive  in  the  face  of  rising  prices 
and  the  rising  cost  of  living.  This  bill  is 
inadequate,  this  bill  should  go  back  to 
the  conference  committee  even  if  it 
means  that  we  stay  here  in  session.  The 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  House 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  in  answer 
to  my  question  about  returning  this  bill 
to  conference  indicated  that  it  would 
mean  a  delay  of  1  month.  In  my  opin- 


ion it  would  be  far  better  for  the  social 
security  recipients  to  receive  a  higher  in- 
crease in  benefits  and  have  the  minimum 
amounts  raised  to  the  version  adopted  by 
the  Senate  than  to  accept  this  confer- 
ence report.  I  know  it  means  a  little  in- 
convenience for  the  membership.  How- 
ever in  view  of  the  harsh  restrictions  in 
the  AFDC  amendments  and  the  lack  of 
adequate  increases  for  the  aged  I  am 
compelled  in  good  conscience  to  vote 
against  the  conference  committee  report. 
If  this  takes  place  I  would  then  move 
that  the  House  conferees  go  back  into 
conference  with  the  other  body  and  take 
steps  to  increase  social  security  and  re- 
move the  restrictions  placed  on  innocent 
children  under  the  AFDC  provisions. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  all  Members  desiring 
to  do  so  may  have  permission  to  revise 
and  extend  their  remarks  at  this  point 
in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Boland).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
House  Republicans  applaud  final  passage 
of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1967  as  legislation  badly  needed  to  re- 
lieve the  plight  of  millions  of  older 
Americans  whose  lives  have  been  ravaged 
by  Johnson-Humphrey  administration 
inflation. 

Republicans  pressed  for  quick  passage 
of  social  security  benefit  increases  before 
the  end  of  the  last  session.  The  ranking 
Republican  on  the  House  Ways  and 
Means  Committee,  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin,  Representative  John  W. 
Byrnes,  stressed  the  urgency  of  action 
then  and  contributed  significantly  to  the 
drafting  of  the  1967  amendments  when 
earlier  action  was  prevented  by  the 
majority. 

Great  credit  should  go  to  Mr.  Byrnes 
and  other  Republicans  among  the  House 
conferees  on  the  social  security  legisla- 
tion for  giving  such  strong  support  to 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas,  Representative  Wilbur 
Mills. 

I  commend  the  House  conferees  for 
bringing  back  to  our  Chamber  a  final 
proposal  which  is  constructive  and  will 
be  beneficial  to  our  senior  citizens.  Re- 
publicans are  happy  to  join  with  their 
Democratic  friends  in  endorsing  that 
product,  a  measure  they  had  no  small 
part  in  shaping. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  reluctantly  have  decided  to 
vote  in  favor  of  the  pending  social  se- 
curity conference  report. 

I  had  hoped  to  have  the  opportunity 
to  offer  a  motion  to  recommit  the  bill 
with  instructions  to  the  House  conferees 
to  accept  the  more  liberal  Senate  version. 
However,  under  the  rules  of  the  House, 
the  prior  right  to  exercise  this  motion 
was  exercised  by  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Utt].  As  we  know,  the 
rules  of  the  House  provide  for  only  one 
motion  to  recommit;  thus  the  motion  of 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Utt] 
precluded  any  additional  efforts  along 
this  line. 
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In  voUng  for  the  conference  report,  I 
would  like  to  state  for  the  record  that 
at  no  time  has  any  Member  of  this 
House,  except  those  who  served  on  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee,  had  any 
opportunity  to  amend  and  improve  this 
legislation. 

I  am  disappointed  that  this  legislation 
does  not  contain  an  extension  of  medical 
care,  as  the  President  recommended,  to 
the  disabled  beneficiaries  under  OASDI. 
The  failure  to  provide  a  $100  social  se- 
curity minimum  payment  for  those  who 
have  worked  25  years  or  longer  in  cov- 
ered employment,  the  cutback  from  the 
Senate  version  of  $70  per  month  mini- 
mum, the  reduced  taxable  wage  base,  as 
well  as  failure  to  provide  fair  treatment 
for  the  blind  all  represent  lamentable 
deficiencies  in  this  bill. 

Further,  the  failure  to  guarantee  to 
each  of  the  Nation's  aged,  blind,  and  dis- 
abled public  assistance  recipients  the 
modest  $7.50  per  month  increase  borders 
on  the  inexcusable.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
about  one-half  of  the  2.8  million  recip- 
ients in  the  adult  categories  of  aged, 
blind,  and  disabled  will  not,  and  cannot 
under  any  circumstances,  receive  any  in- 
crease of  any  kind  as  a  result  of  the  pas- 
sage of  this  bill  because  they  do  not  re- 
ceive any  income  outside  the  public  as- 
sistance grant.  This  is  the  case  because 
the  only  provision  of  the  bill  permitting 
these  public  assistance  recipients  to  re- 
ceive any  benefit  under  the  bill  requires, 
in  the  first  instance,  that  said  recipients 
have  some  outside  income — for  example, 
from  social  security,  railroad  retirement, 
relatives'  contributions,  or  other  sources. 

For  the  balance  of  the  adult  public 
assistance  recipients — who  do  have  some 
outside  income,  primarily  social  secu- 
rity— this  legislation  will  not  of  itself  pro- 
vide even  these  persons  with  any  increase 
in  their  small  monthly  grant.  It  will  first 
require  that  the  State  legislatures  must 
enact  into  law  special  provision  permit- 
ting the  recipients  to  retain  up  to  a  $7.50 
per  month  ceiling  from  any  social  secu- 
rity or  other  income  that  they  may  re- 
ceive. In  the  event  a  State  fails  to  so  act, 
all  of  the  aged,  blind,  and  disabled  recip- 
ients in  that  State  will  be  denied  any 
benefit  increases  under  this  bill  and  there 
will  be  a  corresponding  decrease — dollar 
for  dollar — in  the  public  assistance  grant, 
for  every  dollar  increase  provided  on  the 
Social  Security  side  of  this  bill. 

The  cruel  and  unnecessary  "freeze"  as 
of  January  1, 1968,  in  the  AFDC  program 
where  parental  support  is  denied  by  vir- 
tue of  the  desertion  of  the  family  by  the 
father  will  result  in  either  the  denial  of 
assistance  to  untold  thousands  of  de- 
pendent children  or  an  increase  in  the 
already  overburdened  budgets  of  the  in- 
dustrial and  growing  States  of  the 
Nation.  * 

The  cutbacks  and  severe  limitation  on 
the  income  permitted  persons  entitled  to 
medical  care  under  title  XIX  will  result 
in  hundreds  of  thousands  of  the  Nation's 
medically  indigent  being  denied  needed 
medical  care  or  in  the  further  shifting 
of  the  financial  burden  to  sustain  this 
program  from  the  Federal  Treasurry  to 
the  State  and  local  taxpayers. 

There  is  one  further  concern  that  I 
should  like  to  express.  The  increased  so- 


cial security  benefits  could  well  result  in 
a  net  decrease  in  the  monthly  income  of 
those  drawing  veterans'  or  widows'  of 
veterans  pensions.  I  understand  from  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  House 
Veterans'  Affairs  Committee  that  we  will 
have  an  opportunity  to  vote  on  a  bill  be- 
fore the  adjournment  of  this  session  that 
will  correct  this  unthinkable  result,  but  I 
think  it  important  to  emphasize  that  in 
the  absence  of  such  corrective  legislation, 
this  bill — standing  on  its  own — would  re- 
sult in  thousands  of  veterans  or  widows  of 
veterans  receiving  a  net  reduction  in 
their  veterans'  pensions. 

As  it  may  be  gathered,  the  decision 
whether  to  vote  for  or  against  this  con- 
ference committee  report  is  a  most  diffi- 
cult one.  The  social  security  benefits,  al- 
though too  small,  are  better  than  none  at 
all.  Millions  upon  millions  of  low-income 
Americans  rely  primarily,  if  not  exclu- 
sively, on  social  security  to  maintain 
themselves  and  their  families. 

On  balance,  I  resolved  that  it  is  prob- 
ably wiser  to  guarantee  this  increase  in 
benefits — inadequate  although  it  may 
be — that  millions  will  receive.  This  must 
outweigh  my  grave  concern  for  the 
smaller  but  still  very  significant  number 
of  people  in  similar  economic  circum- 
stances who  will  receive  nothing  at  all  as 
a  result  of  the  unnecessary  gaps  in  this 
legislation  and  some  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  others  who  will  receive  an  un- 
necessary cutback  in  the  level  of  their 
Government's  commitment  to  bring  them 
a  better  life. 

Mr.  MINISH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  conference  report  on  H.R.  12080,  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967. 

The  legislation  represents  a  construc- 
tive enlargement  and  improvement  of 
the  social  security  system  in  many  re- 
spects, including  an  expanded  authoriza- 
tion for  child  health  and  day  care  pro- 
grams, a  13-percent  rise  in  social  se- 
curity payments,  an  increase  in  the  mini- 
mum monthly  benefit  from  $44  to  $55, 
and  a  clarification  and  strengthening  of 
many  of  the  soft  spots  in  the  medicare 
program. 

However,  the  serious  defects  in  the 
measure  before  us  are  most  distressing 
to  those  of  us  who  are  deeply  interested 
in  making  social  security  more  respon- 
sive to  the  felt  needs  of  our  people.  The 
meager  increase  in  benefits  will  do  little 
to  ease  the  grim  plight  of  most  of  our 
retired  people.  Social  security  is  the 
chief,  and  for  the  great  majority  of  our 
older  people,  the  only  source  of  retire- 
ment income.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  a 
fully  adequate  level  of  social  security 
payments  would  require  a  much  greater 
boost  in  present  payments,  the  approved 
increase  of  13  percent  is  clearly  inade- 
quate. 

The  conference  report  also  represents 
a  step  backward  from  more  enlightened 
welfare  practices  and  forbodes  enormous 
additional  welfare  costs  for  our  already 
hardpressed  State  and  local  govern- 
ments. I  was  opposed  to  the  punitive 
public  welfare  amendments  contained  in 
the  bill  reported  by  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  and  which,  of  course,  were 
not  subject  to  floor  amendment  under 
the  closed  rule  prevailing  in  the  House. 


I  was  gratified  at  the  more  liberal  and 
realistic  changes  made  by  the  Senate, 
and  it  is  most  disheartening  that  these 
did  not  prevail  in  conference. 

The  welfare  benefit  freeze  contained 
in  H.R.  12080  will  impose  heavy  tax  bur- 
dens on  local  communities.  It  is  strong- 
ly opposed  by  State  and  local  authorities 
and  by  the  overwhelming  majority  of  ex- 
perts from  sociological  and  psychologi- 
cal disciplines.  Dr.  Lloyd  W.  McCorkle, 
the  commissioner  of  the  Department  of 
Institutions  and  Agencies  of  the  State  of 
New  Jersey,  has  wired  me: 

New  Social  Security  legislation,  HR  12080 
as  reported  out  of  Senate-House  conference 
contains  provision  freezing  federal  participa- 
tion in  aid  to  families  of  dependent  children 
program  if  adopted  this  can  be  catastrophic 
for  New  Jersey,  particularly  our  urban  cen- 
ters New  Jersey  will  suffer  because  1 — it  is 
nationally  recognized  that  the  number  of 
welfare  recipients  has  been  maintained  at  a 
low  level  in  New  Jersey  and  2 — New  Jersey 
has  the  third  highest  rate  of  in-migration  in 
the  nation.  Freeze  on  Federal  participation 
would  place  the  entire  cost  of  increased 
loads  on  State,  county  and  municipal  govern- 
ments. 

The  cities  in  the  11th  Congressional 
District  and  Essex  County,  in  which  they 
are  located,  are  already  assuming  a  dis- 
proportionate share  of  public  welfare 
costs  caused  chiefly  by  immigration  from 
rural  areas.  A  real  fiscal  crisis  confronts 
these  communities  which  will  be  further 
aggravated  by  the  restrictions  on  Fed- 
eral participation  contained  in  this  legis- 
lation. 

The  conference  report  before  this 
House  today  falls  far  short  of  what  we 
owe  to  the  retired  and  to  the  poor  in  our 
affluent  society.  I,  for  one,  will  continue 
to  fight  for  achieving  a  social  security 
system  that  will  more  fully  achieve  its 
noble  purpose  of  insuring  the  security 
and  dignity  of  its  beneficiaries. 

Mr.  DONOHUE.  Mr.  Speaker,  every- 
one is  aware  that  there  are  a  substantial 
number  of  us  here  who  have  serious 
misgivings  about  the  potential  hardships 
and  inequities  that  may  be  inherent  in 
several  of  the  conference  report  recom- 
mendations such  as,  among  others,  the 
proposed  freeze  on  aid  to  dependent 
children,  the  unrealistic  features  of  the 
mandatory  work  training  programs  for 
welfare  recipients,  the  restrictive  costs 
ceiling  on  medicade,  the  very  meager  in- 
crease in  the  outside  earnings  limita- 
tions and  failure  to  include  the  workers 
reduced  benefit  retirement  age  to  60. 

However,  we  are  reluctantly  impelled, 
at  this  moment,  to  accept  this  report  be- 
cause we  all  know  that  under  the  present 
Chamber  proceedings,  we  are  afforded 
no  opportunity  to  offer  and  appeal  for 
support  of  remedial  amendments;  it  is 
either  this  conference  report  or  no  so- 
cial security  bill  this  year  or  very  likely 
next  year. 

Of  course,  we  have  no  question  of  the 
sincerity  and  diligence  of  the  members 
of  the  conference  committee  of  both 
sides  of  Congress  in  their  dedicated  ef- 
forts to  work  out  a  compromise  to  resolve 
more  than  295  differences  between  the 
House  and  Senate  versions  of  the  origi- 
nal legislation. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  13 -percent 
general  increase  in  benefits,  one  of  the 
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largest  raises  in  history  affecting  some 
23  million  of  our  elderly  citizens  who 
have  lived  in  anticipation  over  these  past 
several  months,  will  help  them  in  finan- 
cially adjusting  to  the  expected  price  rises 
immediately  ahead. 

Although  the  amount  that  retired  per- 
sons can  earn  and  still  collect  benefits 
was  by  no  means  raised  enough,  it  must, 
however,  be  considered  a  further  step  in 
the  right  direction.  The  provisions  ex- 
tending hospital  care  under  medicare  to 
120  days  and  the  simplifying  of  paper 
work  in  that  program  are  additional  and 
welcome  changes  for  the  better. 

The  many  other  improvements  affect- 
ing all  of  those  enrolled  under  our  social 
security  system  have  already  and  exten- 
sively been  explained  by  the  able  man- 
agers of  this  report  and  we  have  no  in- 
tention, at  this  day  and  hour,  to  indulge 
in  unnecessary  repetition. 

Because  the  report  contains  certain 
necessary  improvements  in  the  overall 
social  security  structure  and  because  it 
has  been  indicated  that  an  opportunity 
will  be  granted  to  us  early  next  session 
to  review  the  questionable  provisions  of 
this  conference  agreement,  we  are  con- 
strained to  accept  it  for  the  real  benefits 
it  does  project  for  those  who  are  in  ur- 
gent need  of  them  while  we  resolve  to 
remove  the  inequities  as  soon  as  it  is 
legislatively  possible  to  do  so. 

Mr.  TUNNEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  express  my  support  for  the  con- 
ference report  on  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  Act  of  1967.  Although  this 
bill  is  not  entirely  adequate  in  providing 
for  the  rapidly  increasing  needs  of  senior 
citizens,  it  does  represent  an  important 
improvement  in  the  social  security  pro- 
gram. 

However,  much  more  must  be  done.  An 
increasing  number  of  our  population 
joins  the  ranks  of  the  senior  citizen  each 
year.  One  in  every  11  persons  in  the 
United  States  is  aged  65  or  over — a  total 
of  18y2  million.  This  number  exceeds  the 
total  population  of  20  of  our  States.  In 
this  century,  the  percentage  of  the  U.S. 
population  aged  65  and  over  more  than 
doubled — from  4.5  percent  in  1900  to  9.4 
percent  in  1965 — while  the  number  in- 
creased sixfold — from  3  million  to  more 
than  18  million.  By  the  year  2000  we  ex- 
pect to  have  28  million  senior  citizens, 
about  a  40 -percent  increase.  California 
is  expected  to  have  over  2  V2.  million  sen- 
ior citizens  by  1985,  an  increase  of  over 
1  million.  An  American  born  in  1900 
could  expect  only  to  reach  his  40th  birth- 
day; an  American  born  today  can  expect 
to  reach  his  70th. 

Yet,  85  percent  of  older  people  have 
annual  incomes  of  less  than  $2,500,  and 
66  percent  of  them  earn  less  than  $1,500 
annually. 

These  figures  represent  a  national 
challenge — one  that  we  must  meet  by 
passing  this  social  security  legislation 
and  by  recognizing  that  a  great  deal 
more  must  be  done  to  update  and  im- 
prove our  social  security  system  so  that 
it  will  meet  the  ever-increasing  and  con- 
stantly changing  needs  of  our  senior 
citizens. 

Our  gross  national  product — the  value 
of  total  output  of  goods  and  services — 
increased  from  $285  billion  in  1950  to 


$790  billion  in  1967  to  date.  The  rate 
of  increase  was  nearly  7  times  the  in- 
crease in  the  total  population  over  the 
same  period.  Average  per  capita  dispos- 
able income  increased  from  $1,384  to 
$2,747  an  increase  of  $1,363  or  98.5  per- 
cent. 

These  statistics  make  it  clear  that  we 
have  not  done  enough  to  help  our  senior 
citizens  and  that  we  must  make  a  greater 
effort  to  improve  the  income  for  retired 
citizens,  provide  better  housing,  medical 
care,  social  services,  education,  and 
recreation. 

Under  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
Act  of  1967  now  before  the  House  there 
is  a  13  percent  increase  in  benefits  for 
more  than  24  million  Americans.  Average 
monthly  benefits  paid  to  retired  workers 
and  their  wives  are  increased  from  $145 
to  $165  and  minimum  monthly  benefits 
for  a  retired  worker  are  increased  from 
$44  to  $55.  Monthly  benefits  would  range 
from  $55  to  $160.50  for  retired  workers 
now  on  the  social  security  rolls.  The 
special  benefits  paid  to  certain  uninsured 
individuals  age  72  and  over  would  be  in- 
creased from  $35  to  $40  a  month  for  a 
single  person  from  $52.50  to  $60  for  a 
couple. 

The  bill  increases  from  $1,500  to  $1,680 
the  amount  of  annual  outside  earnings 
a  person  may  earn  without  the  loss  of 
social  security  benefits.  Although  this 
is  far  from  adequate  it  does  represent  a 
step  in  the  right  direction.  I  introduced 
a  bill  to  raise  the  amount  to  $3,600  which 
I  feel  is  a  more  realistic  figure. 

The  Social  Security  Amendments  Act 
of  1967  also  improves  the  medicare  pro- 
gram by  increasing  hospitalization  cov- 
erage. Each  medicare  beneficiary  will  be 
provided  with  a  lifetime  reserve  of  60 
days  of  hospital  care  after  the  90  days 
covered  in  a  "spell  of  illness"  have  been 
exhausted.  It  also  allows  a  patient  to  sub- 
mit an  itemized  bill  for  payment  under 
medicare  rather  than  having  to  pay  the 
bill  first  and  then  submit  a  paid  receipt 
for  reimbursement.  Senior  citizens,  with 
a  low  income  to  begin  with,  cannot  af- 
ford to  divert  precious  resources  to  pay 
for  high  medicare  costs  and  then  wait 
for  reimbursement  under  medicare. 

I  am  particularly  pleased  that  this  bill 
also  requires  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare's  Advisory 
Council  to  submit  by  January  of  1969  a 
report  outlining  the  problems  encoun- 
tered thus  far  by  the  implementation  and 
operation  of  medicare  and  make  recom- 
mendations for  improvements.  I  know 
that  many  senior  citizens  in  my  district 
of  Riverside  and  Imperial  Counties  in 
California  have  expressed  concern  over 
the  initial  delays  and  problems  of  medi- 
care. Although  medicare  has  been  greatly 
improved,  I  feel  that  further  streamlin- 
ing is  needed. 

Millions  of  older  American  have  re- 
ceived much  needed  hospital  and  doctor 
care  under  medicare.  The  Social  Security 
Amendments  Act  of  1967  provides  for  the 
largest  increase  in  benefits  since  1952. 
This  legislation  should  be  enacted  to  con- 
tinue to  help  our  senior  citizens  maintain 
a  sense  of  dignity,  self-respect,  and  finan- 
cial independence. 

In  many  ways  however,  this  bill  does 
not  go  as  far  as  it  should.  To  meet  the 


cost  of  living  increase,  there  is  a  need 
for  a  larger  increase  in  benefits.  What 
would  be  better  yet  is  an  automatic  in- 
crease in  benefits  tied  to  the  cost  of  liv- 
ing. This  would  obviate  the  necessity  of 
periodic  legislative  action. 

Senior  citizens  also  face  great  diffi- 
culty in  paying  for  the  cost  of  prescrip- 
tion drugs.  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare  has  been  directed  to 
undertake  a  comprehensive  study  of  the 
problems  involved  in  covering  the  cost  of 
prescription  drugs  under  the  medicare 
program.  This  study  is  presently  under- 
way and  I  hope  that  the  expensive  bur- 
den of  high  cost  medicine  can  be  lifted 
from  our  elderly. 

At  the  present  time  in  California,  prop- 
erty taxes  are  extremely  high  and  fall 
hardest  on  senior  citizens.  I  believe  that 
a  comprehensive  State,  local,  and  Federal 
study  should  be  made  to  find  a  way  of  re- 
ducing this  burden.  Tax  sharing  legisla- 
tion could  be  one  way  of  allowing  the 
States  to  hold  the  line  on  increasing 
property  taxes.  Another  alternative  that 
should  be  studied  is  to  allow  an  appro- 
priate Federal  income  reduction  for 
property  taxes  which  senior  citizens  must 
pay. 

These  are  just  some  of  the  areas  of 
concern  to  our  senior  citizens  and  indi- 
cate the  necessity  for  continuing  efforts 
to  insure  them  a  better  life. 

Mr.  GILBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  dis- 
appointed with  some  of  the  provisions 
of  the  bill  that  comes  before  us  today  as 
the  conference  report  on  the  Social  Se- 
curity Amendments  of- 1967. 

As  a  member  of  the  committee  that 
drew  up  this  measure,  I  had  the  oppor- 
tunity to  make  my  views  on  some  of  the 
provisions  amply  known  in  a  separate 
dissent.  I  supported  the  bill,  however, 
both  in  committee  and  on  the  floor.  I 
was  hopeful  that  the  provisions  which  I 
regarded  as  objectionable  would  be  de- 
leted in  conference.  Unfortunately,  they 
were  not.  I  now  revert  to  my  original 
decision — to  support  this  legislation  with 
reluctance,  feeling  that  more  good 
emerges  from  it  than  harm. 

I  object  to  the  presence  in  this  legis- 
lation of  two  provisions  particularly, 
provisions  which  are  directed  at  the  poor 
and  will  cost  money  to  the  States  which 
are  most  responsible  in  performing  their 
social  duties. 

The  first  provision  sets  a  freeze  at  the 
present  levels  ori  Federal  assistance  to 
the  States  for  AFDC — aid  for  dependent 
children.  This  means  that  the  States 
to  which  the  poor  and  underprivileged 
flock  in  search  of  opportunity  will  be 
penalized.  New  York,  for  example,  would 
like  to  have  jobs  available  for  every 
migrant  into  the  State  but,  when  there 
are  no  jobs,  it  cannot  let  people  starve. 
This  bill  will  deny  New  York — and  simi- 
lar responsible  States — all  further  grants 
of  funds  for  this  kind  of  welfare  assist- 
ance. This  measure  is  obviously  directed 
against  the  industrial,  urban  States, 
while  leaving  unaffected  those  States 
with  normal  outmigration. 

I  also  object  to  the  provision  which 
cuts  back  on  Federal  aid  for  the  pro- 
gram of  medical  assistance  to  the  poor, 
known  as  medicaid.  Once  again,  New 
York  is  being  penalized  for  being  re- 
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sponsible.  My  State  has  sought  to  make 
sure  the  poor  have  good  medical  care, 
irrespective  of  means.  This  bill  snatches 
away  from  New  York  the  funds  that 
were  promised  to  it  under  the  law  passed 
several  years  ago.  I  object  to  Congress' 
reneging  on  this  commitment. 

I  commend  the  conferees,  Mr.  Speaker, 
for  bringing  back  a  bill  which  enlarges 
benefits  somewhat  beyond  the  12  y2  per- 
cent which  the  House  voted.  I  note  also 
that  there  have  been  other  improve- 
ments. I  am  particularly  pleased  that  the 
provisions  remain  for  the  child  welfare 
program  proposed  by  myself  and  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Burke].  On  the  whole,  this  bill  has  more 
advantages  than  defects  and,  as  a  con- 
sequence, I  will  vote  to  support  it.  But 
I  cannot,  in  good  conscience,  say  that 
I  am  satisfied  with  its  retrogressive  pro- 
visions and  I  must  announce  that  I  will 
seek  in  committee  and  on  the  floor  to 
have  them  repealed  in  the  next  session 
of  Congress. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  support  the  conference  report 
on  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1967. 

I  wish  to  commend  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  for  his  leader- 
ship in  bringing  this  legislation  to  the 
floor  before  adjournment  of  this  session. 
Those  of  us  who  have  the  privilege  of 
serving  with  him  on  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  know  of  his  sympathy 
for  the  aged  and  disabled  citizens  and 
his  understanding  of  their  problems.  We 
also  know  of  his  outstanding  ability  and 
fairness,  which  have  won  him  the  ad- 
miration and  respect  of  all  members  of 
the  committee  and  other  Members  of 
Congress. 

I  would  like  to  have  seen  a  higher  ben- 
efit increase  and  other  social  security 
improvements  such  as  a  voluntary  re- 
tirement age  of  60  years,  and  a  higher 
minimum  than  the  $55  provided  in  the 
conference  report.  However,  in  my  judg- 
ment, we  should  act  now  to  give  our  23 
million  elderly  citizens  the  extended 
benefits  provided  in  this  bill.  In  my  con- 
gressional district  some  67,000  people 
now  receive  close  to  $4  million  in 
monthly  social  security  checks.  The  13- 
percent  increase  will  bring  over  $600,000 
of  additional  spending  power  into  our 
local  communities. 

Future  increases  in  monthly  cash  ben- 
efits will  be  needed  if  we  are  to  provide 
our  elderly  citizens  their  fair  share  of 
our  Nation's  abundance. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  agree  with  the  remarks 
of  our  distinguished  chairman  that  new 
methods  of  financing  our  social  secu- 
rity system  must  be  found  if  we  are  to 
provide  more  adequate  benefits  which 
our  elderly  so  richly  deserve.  One  answer 
is  partial  financing  of  the  system  out  of 
general  revenue.  I  have  introduced  leg- 
islation which  would  provide  for  this 
type  of  financing  and  I  hope  our  com- 
mittee will  consider  it  during  the  next 
session  of  Congress. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  support  of  this  conference  report 
to  amend  the  Social  Security  Act  to  in- 
crease benefits  for  recipients  under  this 
act.  This  Congress  has  devoted  as  much, 
if  not  more,  time  considering  this  legis- 


lation than  any  other  piece  of  legislation 
before  us.  The  conference  report  which  is 
now  being  considered  is  the  result  of 
many  months  of  extensive  hearings  and 
review  by  the  Ways  and  Means  Commit- 
tee, the  Senate  Finance  Committee,  and 
the  House-Senate  conference  commit- 
tee. It  is,  in  my  opinion,  the  best  bill  we 
could  put  together  considering  the  com- 
plexity of  its  provisions  and  the  strong 
arguments  that  were  made  both  pro  and 
con  on  the  original  proposal  that  was  of- 
fered to  Congress  by  the  administration. 

This  bill  will,  undoubtedly,  be  disap- 
pointing to  certain  individuals  and 
groups  of  individuals  because  it  does  not 
meet  the  standards  of  the  proposal  sug- 
gested to  Congress,  and  that  certain 
limitations  have  been  set  on  aid  for  de- 
pendent children.  However,  the  overall 
provisions  of  the  bill  are  helpful  to  the 
22.9  million  people  receiving  benefits  un- 
de/  the  Social  Security  Act.  By  approv- 
ing this  conference  report  we  are  not 
closing  the  door  on  the  possibility  of  con- 
sidering further  amendments  to  the  So- 
cial Security  Act,  to  increase  benefits  as 
they  are  needed  and  can  be  supported.  I 
should  think  that  this  would  hold  true 
for  the  so-called  "freeze"  on  the  AFDC 
rolls  which  goes  into  effect  July  1, 1968. 

The  intent  of  this  "freeze"  has  a  mean- 
ingful purpose,  but  the  provision,  at  this 
time.,  causes  me  considerable  concern  be- 
cause it  fails  to  take  into  account  the 
effect  of  the  migration  from  southern 
rural  areas  to  urban  centers  such  as 
Chicago.  I  am  concerned  because  of  re- 
cent Federal  district  court  rulings  in 
the  States  of  Delaware  and  Connecticut 
and  the  District  of  Columbia,  when  they 
ruled  that  the  residency  requirement  for 
eligibility  to  receive  welfare  benefits  was 
unconstitutional. 

In  Illinois  the  Federal  district  court 
in  Chicago  is  considering  a  suit  filed 
against  the  State  concerning  the  1-year 
residency  requirement  for  eligibility  to 
receive  welfare  benefits.  If  this  Illinois 
law  is  ruled  unconstitutional  it  will  open 
up  a  Pandora's  box  for  an  estimated  5,000 
families  in  Illinois,  who  have  recently 
moved  to  Illinois  from  other  States,  to 
apply  for  welfare  benefits  and  thereby 
increasing  Illinois'  cost  for  public  as- 
sistance by  $15  million.  It  could  also 
attract  a  greater  number  of  migrants  to 
move  to  Illinois  in  order  to  obtain  better 
welfare  benefits  than  they  are  receiving 
in  their  own  States.  This  same  condition 
could  be  applied  to  other  States  who 
have  established  meaningful  welfare  pro- 
grams, should  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court 
uphold  the  Federal  court  ruling  in  Con- 
necticut concerning  the  constitution- 
ality of  the  residency  requirement  in 
Connecticut. 

With  the  "freeze"  and  the  constitu- 
tionality ruling  of  a  State's  residency 
requirement,  those  States  with  mean- 
ingful welfare  programs  could  face  a 
huge  deficit  in  their  budget  for  public 
assistance  because  the  newcomers  may 
well  bring  them  above  the  level  of  the 
freeze,  and  there  is  no  way  to  send  these 
people  back.  Thus,  these  northern  in- 
dustrial States  attracting  the  southern 
rural  migrants  would  be  taxed  to  support 
the  welfare  cases  coming  from  the  south- 
ern rural  areas,  and  thereby  relieving 


those  southern  States  of  their  responsi- 
bilities in  this  area.  It  would  be  a  most 
inequitable  arrangement. 

It  could  well  be  that  special  allowances 
may  have  to  be  made  for  the  effect  of 
migration.  Therefore,  I  would  hope  that 
the  door  is  not  closed  in  this  area,  and 
that  Congress  would  reconsider  this 
"freeze"  when  the  States  affected  by  mi- 
gration present  their  problem  to  us. 

Mr.  RODINO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  view  the 
conference  report  on  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  bill  with  very  mixed  feel- 
ings. 

On  the  one  hand,  I  wholeheartedly 
support  the  majority  of  the  provisions  of 
this  final  version.  Of  particular  impor- 
tance are:  the  13-percent  increase  in 
benefits,  the  raise  in  the  minimum  bene- 
fit from  $44  to  $55  a  month,  the  increase 
in  the  earnings  limitation,  and  the  provi- 
sions liberalizing  and  improving  the  med- 
icare program.  These  major  changes  are 
urgently  needed. 

I  am,  however,  greatly  concerned  by 
two  major  changes  made  in  the  aid  for 
families  with  dependent  children — 
AFDC — program. 

First,  and  of  great  concern  to  me,  is 
the  provision  which  establishes  an  en- 
rollment freeze,  effective  June  30,  1968, 
which  will  preclude  Federal  aid  for  any 
more  children  than  are  receiving  assist- 
ance under  the  AFDC  program  as  of  Jan- 
uary 1,  1968. 

The  intent  is  that  the  individual  States 
will  provide  for  the  additional  children 
who  will  need  financial  aid.  But  we  all 
know  that  the  States  are  already  facing 
financial  problems  in  meeting  these 
needs,  and  I  fear  this  action  will  create 
situations  of  desperate  need  and  suffer- 
ing for  children  guilty  of  nothing  but  the 
fact  of  their  existence. 

The  second  very  drastic  change  is  that 
which  would  set  up  a  mandatory  employ- 
ment-job training  program  for  families 
receiving  AFDC  payments.  Under  these 
provisions,  mothers  of  schoolchildren 
would  be  forced  to  work  or  participate  in 
job  training  projects,  with  welfare  agen- 
cies charged  with  the  responsibility  of 
assuring  proper  child  care  arrangements. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  employment  referral 
system  with  its  three  priorities  outlined 
in  this  bill  appears  to  me  to  be  a  vast, 
cumbersome  administrative  mechanism 
which  the  States  will  find  both  difficult 
and  expensive  to  establish  and  operate.  I 
cannot  see  how  the  individual  States  will 
be  able  in  the  time  required  to  provide 
the  employment  possibilities,  training 
programs  and  special  work  projects  en- 
visioned by  the  bill.  In  addition,  I  cannot 
see  how  we  can  immediately  provide  the 
facilities  and  personnel,  already  in  short 
supply,  to  assure  the  child  care  necessary 
when  mothers  are  forced  to  leave  home 
for  work  or  training. 

I  should  make  it  clear  that  I  heartily 
endorse  the  objective  which  these 
changes  seek  to  achieve.  Spiraling  wel- 
fare costs  are  an  increasingly  serious 
burden,  particularly  for  areas  such  as 
my  own  county  of  Essex  in  New  Jersey. 
It  is  eminently  desirable  to  establish  pro- 
grams to  help  move  people  from  the 
welfare  rolls  into  productive  employ- 
ment. It  is  a  public  benefit,  and  of  im- 
measurable importance  to  the  individual 
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who  can  establish  self-reliance  and  dig- 
nity through  his  own  employment. 

I  believe  the  intent  of  these  changes 
is  in  the  right  direction.  However,  I  be- 
lieve they  are  premature  and  unwise  at 
this  time.  I  am  hopeful  that  early  in  the 
next  session  they  can  receive  thorough 
review  and  consideration. 

Despite  my  doubts  on  these  aspects.  I 
will  vote  for  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments, for  the  urgent  need  for  increased 
benefits  overrides  the  flaws  in  the  bill 
which  can  be  rectified.  I  urge  passage  of 
this  legislation,  but  I  also  urge  an  ob- 
jective, careful  review  of  the  welfare 
changes  early  in  the  next  session. 

Mr.  REINECKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish 
to  congratulate  the  conferees  on  H.R. 
12080,  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1967,  for  a  job  well  done. 

The  House,  and  hopefully,  the  Senate, 
will  adopt  the  report  so  that  the  23  mil- 
lion American  beneficiaries  will  receive 
their  increased  payments  on  schedule. 
This  is  money  well  spent  to  improve  the 
living  conditions  of  our  older  retired  peo- 
ple, the  disabled  who  can  no  longer  work 
and  the  widows  and  their  children  whose 
breadwinner  died  before  his  family  was 
grown  up  enough  to  be  self-supporting. 

The  amendments  provide  a  greater 
chance  for  the  older  person  to  continue 
to  perform  useful  work  rather  than  re- 
tiring completely  by  permitting  people  to 
earn  a  little  more  each  month  without 
losing  their  social  security  benefits. 

The  cost  of  the  amendments  is  pro- 
vided in  a  responsible  way.  Social  se- 
curity taxes  will  go  up  gradually  as  they 
do  in  present  law,  but  at  a  slightly  fast- 
er rate  to  assure  that  the  social  security 
program  continues  to  be  financially 
sound  into  the  future. 

We  have  heard  a  great  deal  of  com- 
ment about  some  of  the  welfare  pro- 
visions of  the  bill  and  while  these  changes 
may  not  be  what  everyone  would  like 
them  to  be,  they  are  an  honest  attempt 
to  break  the  cycle  of  poverty  that  has 
developed  over  the  years.  The  amend- 
ments do  not  attempt  to  preclude  wel- 
fare payments  to  anyone.  The  main 
thrust  of  the  amendments  is  to  provide 
people  with  the  tools  they  need  to  be- 
come self-supporting.  The  aim  is  a  bet- 
ter life,  and  a  freer  life  that  can  be  pro- 
vided under  our  welfare  programs.  The 
rights  of  the  poor  are  not  being  denied, 
rather  the  poor  are  to  be  encouraged 
to  seek  the  full  rights  of  free  Amer- 
icans. They  will  be  encouraged  and 
helped  to  a  life  free  from  the  restric- 
tions and  investigations  of  the  welfare 
program.  Thus,  what  some  have  called 
restrictions  on  the  States  are  not  re- 
strictions. The  States  are  free  to  do  what 
they  will,  as  they  are  under  present 
law.  The  bill,  however,  provides  incen- 
tives so  that  more  States  will  take  a  more 
active  part  in  raising  the  poor  from  wel- 
fare to  self-support. 

I  believe  the  conferees  have  been  dili- 
gent in  their  duty,  that  they  have  dis- 
charged a  difficult  task  in  a  most  com- 
mendable manner  and  they  have  pre- 
sented the  House  with  a  bill  worthy  of 
our  support.  If  any  of  the  provisions  in 
the  bill  do  not  work  out  as  well  as  we 
anticipate,  the  experience  will  show  us 
how  to  improve  them.  The  bill  is  a  bold 
start  in  an  ongoing  battle  to  remove 
poverty  from  this  land  of  plenty. 


Mr.  EILBERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to- 
day reluctantly,  in  support  of  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1967.  There  are 
some  features  in  the  bill  as  reported 
which  trouble  me.  I  had  hoped  that  we 
could  get  a  more  substantial  increase  in 
benefits.  I  had  hoped  that  some  of  the  re- 
strictive features  as  to  the  new  welfare 
program  could  be  ironed  out  in  the  con- 
ference between  the  Senate  and  the 
House  conferees.  I  hoped,  for  example, 
that  the  so-called  welfare  "freeze,"  which 
was  removed  from  the  House  bill  by  the 
Senate,  would  not  survive  the  conference. 

But  I  believe  we  owe  it  to  the  some  23.5 
million  Americans  now  receiving  benefits 
to  make  some  increase  before  this  session 
ends  and  if  some  features  of  the  entire 
omnibus  bill  prove  to  be  inadequate  or 
too  arbitrary,  we  can  change  them  next 
year.  It  is  always  true,  in  a  bill  of  the 
proportions  of  this  legislation  that  we 
must  make  changes  on  the  basis  of  ex- 
perience. Meanwhile,  while  we  deliberate 
on  improvement,  people  will  be  receiving 
the  higher  benefits  provided  by  the  bill 
before  us — requiring  only  our  action,  and 
action  on  the  Senate  side,  to  send  it  to 
the  President  for  his  signature.  I  am,  of 
course,  most  immediately  concerned  with 
the  70,000  people  in  the  Fourth  District 
of  Pennsylvania  who  will  get  the  13-per- 
cent increase  in  their  benefits  provided  in 
the  bill. 

You  will  remember,  a  few  days  before 
the  last  Congress  was  scheduled  to  ad- 
journ, we  got  the  announcement  that  a 
revision  of  future  cost  assumptions, 
bringing  them  up  to  date,  brought  about 
savings  in  the  trust  fund  which,  without 
any  increase  in  the  existing  tax  rate, 
would  finance  a  benefit  increase  of  8  per- 
cent. This  was  tempting  to  some  people 
in  an  election  year,  and  there  was  much 
pressure,  I  know,  on  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  to  act  hastily. 

We  asked  the  American  people  to  wait 
then  for  the  more  mature  considera- 
tion, which  has  traditionally  and  appro- 
priately been  our  course  of  action  in  con- 
nection with  legislation  which  so  vitally 
affects  the  lives  of  all  Americans.  We  felt 
then  that  hasty  action  might  not  be  wise 
or  prudent  because  of  the  fiscal  responsi- 
bility incumbent  upon  all  of  us.  It  would 
have  been  easy,  in  an  election  year  to 
have  acted  too  fast. 

The  bill  before  us  today  has  had  that 
mature  consideration.  It  represents  an 
end  product  which,  I  know,  has  called  for 
concerned  consideration  and  compro- 
mise. But  it  contains  an  increase  of  13 
percent: — and  that  is  a  lot  better  than  the 
8  percent  proposed  for  hasty  action  in 
the  last  days  of  the  last  Congress. 

I  think  there  are  some  other  improve- 
ments over  existing  law  in  the  bill.  It 
would  increase  the  amount  people  receiv- 
ing benefits  can  earn  without  penalty, 
from  $1,500  to  the  $1,650  proposed  by  the 
administration.  It  will  require  training 
for  jobs  for  people  on  the  welfare  rolls 
who  are  there  because  they  lack  the  skills 
required  in  our  modern  economy.  Some- 
times just  training  in  how  to  read  or  in 
basic  arithmetic  can  provide  the  first 
step  up  the  ladder  of  responsibility  which 
can  lead  to  better  things  for  the  entire 
family.  I,  for  one,  believe  that  most  of  the 
people  now  receiving  relief  want  that  op- 
portunity. I  do  not  accept  the  too-com- 


mon assumption,  on  the  one  hand,  that 
they  are  lazy  and  good-for-nothing,  and 
on  the  other  that  they  are  getting  too 
much.  Most  of  them,  in  my  experience, 
are  living  on  much  too  little  and  are 
looking  for  a  chance  to  better  themselves. 
Most  of  them,  in  particular,  are  con- 
cerned with  making  it  possible  for  their 
children  to  live  a  better  life  than  they 
have  had.  I  do  not  agree  with  some  of 
the  means  toward  that  end  provided  in 
the  bill.  These,  I  think,  however,  can  be 
remedied  in  the  next  session.  Meanwhile, 
I  think  we  can  no  longer  delay  action, 
growing  out  of  lengthy  consideration, 
which  will  make  better  provision  for 
those  people  now  receiving  the  pitifully 
inadequate  benefits  in  existing  law. 

Mr.  DANIELS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  conference  report  of  H.R. 
12080,  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1967. 1  do  so  not  because  I  think  this  is 
a  perfect  bill,  far  from  it,  but  because  we 
are  now  in  the  take-it-or-leave-it  stage 
of  the  legislative  process.  Because  we  are 
now  in  the  11th  hour  of  the  first  session 
of  the  90th  Congress,  it  becomes  vital  to 
pass  this  bill  or  in  fact  we  may  pass  no 
bill  at  all. 

Mr.  Speaker,  millions  of  our  senior  citi- 
zens are  looking  toward  Washington  for 
justice,  and  I  think  that  if  we  cannot  do 
something  for  them  now,  this  Congress 
will  have  earned  the-contempt  of  all  per- 
sons who  think  that  America's  senior 
citizens  are  owed  top  priority  during  our 
deliberations. 

Earlier  this  year,  I  introduced  H.R. 
2784,  a  bill  which  contained  a  provision 
setting  a  monthly  minimum  of  $100  for 
all  persons  receiving  social  security  as- 
sistance. To  me  this  seemed  a  reasonable 
figure  and  a  long  step  forward  from  the 
present  monthly  minimum  of  $44.  How- 
ever, it  was  considered  not  possible  to 
raise  the  payments  to  this  level  this  year. 
As  inadequate  as  the  $55  minimum  ac- 
cepted by  the  conferees  is,  it  nonetheless 
is  a  step  forward.  Certainly,  anyone  who 
is  attempting  to  get  by  on  a  tiny  sum 
such  as  $44  needs  any  aid  he  can  get,  and 
for  this  reason  we  must  do  something  for 
those  whose  need  is  so  desperate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  again  I  reiterate  that  this 
bill  is  not  perfect  but,  because  it  is  a 
small  step  forward,  it  ought  to  be  sup- 
ported. As  one  Member  vitally  concerned 
with  the  well-being  of  all  Americans  I 
pledge  that  when  the  Congress  recon- 
venes in  January,  I  shall  again  continue 
my  fight  for  our  senior  citizens  by  in- 
troducing a  new  bill  more  closely  related 
to  today's  high  cost  of  living. 

Mr.  HAWKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  H.R. 
12080  contains  many  very  desirable,  al- 
though limited,  improvements  in  the  so- 
cial security  provisions  of  the  Social 
Security  Act.  It  is  almost  diabolical, 
however,  that  such  a  vehicle  is  being 
used  to  pass  regressive  public  welfare 
provisions  that  cannot  stand  alone. 

If  adopted,  these  welfare  provisions 
would  change  the  program  for  families 
with  young  children  from  one  of  protec- 
tion to  those  children  into  primitive 
"work  programs"  for  mothers. 

Under  favorable  conditions  it  may  be 
some  women  can  both  manage  their 
home  and  work  outside.  But  to  deprive 
a  mother  of  this  judgment  is  to  further 
undermine  the  family  and  to  force  her 
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into  slave  labor  at  low  wages  and  little 
prospect  of  improvement.  Even  more  se- 
rious, such  a  practice  produces  more 
dropouts  and  delinquent  children. 

Also,  H.R.  12080  fails  to  require  States 
to  meet  in  full  their  own  level  of 
budgeted  need  in  public  welfare  with  up- 
dating. Thus,  a  State  of  higher  budgetary 
standards,  such  as  California,  is  penal- 
ized as  compared  with  those  States  that 
provide  even  less  than  their  own  already 
low  standards  of  assistance. 

The  myth  that  all  people  in  poverty 
are  lazy  and  do  not  want  to  work  is  com- 
pletey  disproved  by  the  facts  but  lies  con- 
tinue to  circulate  freely. 

First  of  all,  about  half  of  those  classi- 
fied as  poor  are  in  families  in  which  the 
head  does  work,  but  at  wages  too  low  to 
provide  a  decent  living.  Instead  of  con- 
demning these  individuals,  we  should  at- 
tack the  conditions  that  keep  people 
working  as  submarginal  laborers. 

Also,  while  all  of  us  have  reason  to  be 
concerned  about  rising  welfare  costs,  the 
best  way  to  attack  the  problem  is  to  pre- 
vent the  conditions  that  require  people 
to  go  to  welfare  offices  in  the  first  place. 
Only  about  20  percent  of  the  poor  who 
are  legally  entitled  to  welfare  are  actual- 
ly receiving  it.  The  80  percent  who  are 
managing  somehow  to  stay  off  relief  rolls 
receive  even  less  help  and  commendation 
from  us  than  those  on  welfare. 

Currently  about  7  y3  million  Americans 
are  on  welfare  rolls.  Among  these:  211 
million  are  65  or  over;  700,000  are  either 
blind  or  otherwise  severely  handicapped ; 
3.5  million  are  children  in  poor  families; 
and  1  million  are  the  parents  of  these 
children,  mostly  mothers  and  incapaci- 
tated fathers. 

It  is  estimated  less  than  50,000  fathers 
are  capable  of  gainfully  employment  and 
grave  questions  can  be  raised  as  to 
whether  we  should  insist  that  the  moth- 
ers be  taken  away  from  their  minor 
children  in  order  to  work  in  low-paying 
jobs  that  soon  disappear. 

Invariably  discussion  of  welfare  ends 
up  in  dragging  in  the  old  issue  of  mothers 
on  aid  who  mismanage  and  who  have 
illegitimate  children.  These  are  only  a 
small  number  of  relief  recipients  hardly 
enough  to  explain  high  welfare  costs. 

Actually,  we  are  addressing  ourselves 
to  only  a  fraction  of  1  percent  of  the 
illegitimate  pregnancies  that  occur  in 
American  society  and  we  are  concluding 
that  these  few  instances  are  so  shocking 
to  our  morality  that  the  majesty  of  the 
law  must  punish  the  children  for  the  sins 
of  the  parents.  If  this  is  logical  then  we 
should  more  strongly  condemn  the  higher 
income  groups  that  annually  account  for 
almost  1  million  abortions. 

The  immediate  answer  to  this  problem 
is  improved  casework,  social '  service, 
family  planning,  and  home  management 
training. 

In  the  long  run,  however,  our  enlight- 
ened society  must  recognize  that  if  we 
are  not  willing  to  make  a  direct  commit- 
ment to  achieve  full  employment,  we 
must  develop  a  vast  array  of  tools  to 
achieve  what  we  have  committed  our- 
selves to  seek — maximum  employment. 
And  this  involves  a  lot  more  educational 
and  training  programs,  and  a  much  bet- 
ter social  insurance  system  than  we  have 
thus  far  provided. 


Mr.  HELSTOSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  we 
proceed  to  close  this  session  of  Congress 
we  still  have  several  items  of  business 
on  the  calendar  which  must  be  considered 
before  we  depart  for  our  home  districts. 

One  of  them,  the  Social  Security  Act 
Amendments  of  1967,  will  be  disposed  of 
today  and  will  be  accepted  by  an  over- 
whelming vote,  even  though  it  presents 
inequities,  which  I  hope  will  be  corrected 
through  future  legislation. 

One  of  these  inequities  is  the  provi- 
sions which  "freezes"  the  Federal  par- 
ticipation in  aid  to  families  with  de- 
pendent children.  It  appears  to  me  that 
we  are  taking  a  two-faced  approach  to 
the  welfare  of  children — throughout  the 
world  and  those  at  home. 

On  the  world  front  we  provided  assist- 
ance to  feed  the  millions  of  hungry  chil- 
dren, yet,  at  the  same  time,  we  are  today 
denying  assistance  to  our  own  American 
children  the  necessities  of  life.  We  are 
doing  this  through  this  so-called  "freeze" 
which  will  deny  welfare  assistance  fi- 
nanced by  Federal  funds  to  the  many 
families  who  cannot  provide  for  them- 
selves. True,  we  are  not  cutting  them  off 
completely,  but  we  are  shunting  the  fi- 
nancial burden  from  the  Federal  level  to 
the  States — a  proposal  which  could  cre- 
ate havoc  with  the  financial  structure  of 
many  States. 

In  my  State  of  New  Jersey  this  program 
could  be  catastrophic,  particularily  on 
the  urban  centers.  These  will  suffer  grave 
hardships  because  it  has  been  nationally 
recognized  that  the  number  of  welfare 
has  been  maintained  at  a  low  level.  How- 
ever, statistics  show  that  an  in-migra- 
tion  of  such  cases  into  New  Jersey  is  the 
third  highest  in  the  Nation.  Under  these 
circumstances,  this  "freeze"  places  the 
entire  cost  of  the  increased  loads  upon 
New  Jersey's  State,  county,  and  munici- 
pal governments. 

Although  I  shall  vote  to  accept  the  con- 
ference report,  because, of  its  otherwise 
acceptable  provisions,  I  hope  that  the  in- 
equity I  spoke  of  will  be  corrected  by  sub- 
sequent legislation.  I  do  not  feel  that  we 
should  delay  in  putting  into  effect  the 
good  provisions  of  this  legislation,  just 
because  a  part  of  it  has  objectionable 
features.  These  should  be  corrected  and 
acted  upon  with  dispatch  after  the  Con- 
gress returns  to  work  in  January. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  member 
of  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee,  I 
vigorously  opposed  the  effort  that  was 
made  in  committee  to  freeze  entitlement 
of  aid-for-dependent-children  rolls. 
While  I  shared  the  concern  of  my  col- 
leagues regarding  the  mounting  cost  in- 
volved in  the  welfare  program,  I  never 
felt  that  a  limitation  on  expenditure 
would  constitute  a  satisfactory  approach 
to  the  problem.  In  my  judgment,  it  was 
preposterous  to  suppose  that  we  could 
meet  our  obligation  to  the  dependent 
children  of  America  simply  by  saying 
that  there  could  be  no  "new"  dependent 
children  or  that  dependent  children 
greater  in  numbers  than  those  already 
on  the  rolls  could  not  receive  the  bene- 
fit of  the  program. 

The  need  of  the  dependent  child  has 
no  relationship  to  population,  census,  or 
percentage-of-increase  factors.  One  de- 
pendent child  stands  equally  entitled  as 
any  other  regardless  of  where  he  is  born 


or  where  he  lives.  His  needs  are  not 
lessened  in  any  way  because  the  State 
of  residence  may  be  suffering  an  incre- 
ment in  the  welfare  problem  that  is  not 
covered  by  the  statute. 

I  therefore  oppose  the  freeze  in  aid 
for  dependent  children  which  is  incor- 
porated in  this  conference  report.  It  is 
impossible  for  me  to  understand  how  we 
meet  our  obligation  to  the  dependent 
and  needy  children  of  America  by  im- 
posing a  ceiling  on  what  the  fortunate 
people  of  America  are  willing  to  spend 
on  the  unfortunate.  It  seems  to  me  that 
other  alternative  approaches  must  be 
made  to  the  problem  of  rising  welfare 
costs  such  as  family  life  education,  im- 
proved home  environment,  and  on-the- 
job  training. 

There  is  considerable  reason  for 
believing  that  the  increased  cost  of 
the  aid-for-dependent-children  program 
may  not  continue  to  rise  at  the  same 
percentage  level  as  it  has  in  recent  years. 
Perhaps  a  little  more  time  and  study  on 
the  problem  might  be  more  helpful  than 
an  outright  mandatory  dollar  ceiling  on 
what  the  American  people  are  willing 
to  spend  to  support  the  needy  children 
of  others. 

The  current  freeze  on  aid-for-depend- 
ent-children rolls  will  cost  Ohio  $1% 
million  annually  in  Federal  reimburse- 
ment. The  State  has  no  financial  means 
of  developing  resources  to  meet  the 
added  burden  this  will  impose  on  State 
and  local  authorities. 

Following,  is  a  telegram  that  I  have 
just  received  from  James  A.  Rhodes, 
Governor  of  Ohio,  protesting  the  freeze 
on  aid-for-dependent-children  rolls : 

Strongly  urge  that  freeze  on  AFDC  rolls 
be  removed  from  H.R.  12080.  It  would  cost 
Ohio  $1,500,000  in  federal  reimbursement. 

James  A.  Rhodes, 

Governor . 

I  concur  and  support  the  plea  which 
is  made  by  Governor  Rhodes.  While  the 
parliamentary  situation  and  the  ap- 
proaching adjournment  of  this  session 
of  Congress  make  extensive  deliberation 
difficult  at  this  time,  I  hope  that  we  can 
review  this  entire  matter  in  the  next  ses- 
sion of  Congress  to  determine  whether  a 
freeze  on  aid-for-dependent-children 
rolls  is  truly  a  prudent  and  necessary 
course. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  much- 
needed  social  security  increase  has  been 
long  overdue,  and  thousands  of  our 
elderly  and  disabled  citizens  have  had 
to  bear  the  burden  of  the  political  she- 
nanigans of  a  few  in  the  White  House. 

Back  in  1966  and  again  in  early  1967, 
I  predicted  that  the  Johnson  adminis- 
tration would  continue  to  drag  its  feet 
on  a  badly  needed  social  security  in- 
crease, using  the  program  as  a  political 
football.  Unfortunately,  my  prediction 
proved  correct. 

I  protested  to  the  President  before  the 
end  of  the  1966  session  about  the  un- 
necessary delay  and  said  that  an  across- 
the-board  increase  could  be  made  then, 
rather  than  later,  with  no  increase  in 
social  security  taxes  either  to  the  em- 
ployee or  to  the  employer. 

I  have  always  fought  for  the  maxi- 
mum increase  in  social  security  benefits 
without  an  increase  in  taxes,  and  I  said 
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on  the  floor  of  the  House  when  the  meas- 
ure was  being  debated  earlier  this  year: 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  long  been  a  champion 
of  the  social  security  program,  feeling  that  it 
means  so  much  to  our  people. 

Let  us  pass  this  conference  report 
today  without  any  further  delay. 

Mr.  JOELSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  very 
much  concerned  about  the  fact  that  the 
Senate-House  conference  has  retained 
the  provision  freezing  Federal  participa- 
tion in  the  aid-to-dependent-children 
program.  When  the  bill  was  originally 
considered  by  the  House,  it  came  up  un- 
der a  closed  rule  which  meant  that  no 
amendments  could  be  offered,  but  that 
the  bill  had  to  either  be  accepted  or  re- 
jected as  a  package. 

I  voted  for  the  bill  because  most  of  its 
provisions  were  desirable  and  necessary. 
Social  security  benefits  are  inadequate 
to  meet  the  high  cost  of  living  and  must 
be  adjusted  upwards.  However,  I  hope 
that  we  can  still  send  H.R.  12080  back 
to  conference  so  the  freezing  of  Federal 
participation  in  the  aid-to-dependent- 
children  program  can  be  eliminated,  and 
I  will  support  efforts  to  do  so. 

I  have  received  a  telegram  from  the 
commissioner  of  the  department  of  in- 
stitutions and  agencies  of  the  State  of 
New  Jersey,  Lloyd  W.  McCorkle.  He  has 
stated  that  the  freezing  provision  "can 
be  catastrophic  for  New  Jersey."  He  has 
warned  that  cities  in  New  Jersey  will  suf- 
fer because  the  migration  of  underprivi- 
leged to  the  State  would  place  the  entire 
cost  of  the  increased  burden  on  State, 
county  and  municipal  governments.  He 
is  knowledgeable  in  this  field,  and  I  for 
one  respect  his  judgment  in  this  matter. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  heard 
that  if  the  conference  report  on  H.R. 
12080  to  amend  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
rejected  by  the  House  today,  any  action 
to  increase  benefits  is  dead  for  this  ses- 
sion. Not  only  is  it  dead  for  this  session, 
but  it  will  spell  the  death  of  such  legisla- 
tion in  the  next  session.  In  other  words 
I  have  heard  if  Congress  does  not  accept 
the  measure  in  the  form  it  comes  to  us 
today,  there  will  be  no  legislation  to 
amend  the  Social  Security  Act  until  1969. 

In  this  connection,  it  seems  to  me  the 
good  in  this  bill  far  outweighs  the  bad. 
So  I  intend  to  vote  for  it  in  spite  of  the 
fact  that  my  State  of  Washington  will 
suffer  substantially  under  certain  of  its 
provisions  having  to  do  with  public  as- 
sistance. For  the  record,  however,  I  wish 
to  read  into  the  Record  a  telegram  I  re- 
ceived this  morning  from  Gov.  Dan 
Evans,  of  my  State  of  Washington,  as 
follows: 

Olympia,  Wash., 
December  13,  1967. 

Hon.  Thomas  M.  Pelly, 
House  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Conference  version  H.R.  12080  has  many  ex- 
cellent provisions  but  we  strongly  object  to 
certain  provisions  which  will  seriously  im- 
pair the  public  assistance  program  in  this 
State. 

1.  Limitation  on  Federal  participation  in 
AFDC  for  children  deprived  by  absence  to 
proportion  existing  in  1st  quarter  1968.  This 
State  is  under  threat  of  a  restraining  order 
which  could  remove  residence  -requirements 
and  increase  the  proportion  of  population 
technically  eligible  for  AFDC.  A  maximum  re- 
lated to  proportions  prior  to  removal  of  resi- 
dence Is  inappropriate.  Population  estimates 


neither  sufficiently  refined  nor  timely  to  be 
effective  or  equitable  as  caseload  controls. 
Although  we  share  with  Congress  its  concern 
with  the  AFDC  program,  States  such  as 
Washington  which  have  rehabilitated  AFDC 
mothers  and  kept  caseloads  down  are  penal- 
ized. 

2.  Requirements  for  substantial  attach- 
ment to  labor  force  to  be  eligible  for  AFDC 
penalizes  an  unemployed  family  which  stays 
together,  since  if  the  father  were  to  leave 
home  his  family  would  be  then  eligible  for 
AFDC. 

3.  We  oppose  transfer  of  the  community 
work  and  training  program  currently  admin- 
istered by  local  public  offices  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labor  with  its  concentration  of  au- 
thority at  the  Federal  level.  Local  public 
assistance  agencies  have  greater  knowledge  of 
work  and  training  needs  of  recipients  and 
could  affect  more  timely  assignments.  The 
State  of  Washington  has  current  assistance 
standards,  provides  a  broad  medical  care 
program,  rehabilitative  services,  and  is  in- 
terested in  a  good  welfare  program.  We  urge 
the  H.R.  12080  be  returned  to  conference  for 
further  consideration  and  appropriate 
changes  in  these  three  critical  areas. 

Daniel  J.  Evans, 
Governor,  State  of  Washington. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  morning 
I  received  a  telegram  from  the  Governor 
of  my  State  of  Washington,  the  Honor- 
able Daniel  J.  EvanSC 

The  Governor  is  deeply  concerned  over 
three  provisions  in  the  conference  report 
on  H.R.  12080.  I  believe  this  concern  on 
the  part  of  the  State  of  Washington  is 
justified  and  I  therefore  would  like  to 
discuss  these  areas  of  the  conference  re- 
port. 

First,  this  bill  provides  that  Federal 
matching  funds  for  the  AFDC  program 
will  be  limited  by  a  percentage  deter- 
mined in  which  the  numerator  is  the 
number  of  children  currently  on  the 
AFDC  rolls  as  of  January  1,  1968,  and  the 
denominator  is  the  population  of  the 
State.  As  long  as  an  individual  State's 
population  and  AFDC  recipients  increase 
in  direct  proportion  to  one  another,  then 
the  amount  of  the  Federal  matching 
money  for  the  program  will  also  increase. 
However,  if  the  number  of  AFDC  re- 
cipients increase  at  a  faster  rate,  the  per- 
centage determined  under  this  formula 
will  be  exceeded  and  there  will  therefore 
be  no  increase  in  the  Federal  matching 
money  for  the  excess. 

Now,  what  makes  this  a  particularly 
acute  problem  in  the  State  of  Washing- 
ton, and  I  know  there  are  a-  number  of 
States  in  which  this  same  problem  ex- 
ists, my  State  is  under  the  threat  of  a 
court  restraining  order  which  could  re- 
move the  existing  residency  requirements 
for  eligibility  of  recipients  under  the 
AFDC  program.  If  such  a  restraining 
order  becomes  fact,  the  proportion  of  the 
State  population  technically  eligible  for 
AFDC  payments  would  be  increased.  The 
burden  which  would  be  placed  on  the 
State  of  Washington,  and  all  other 
States  in  which  residency  requirements 
are  under  the  threat  of  being  eliminated 
by  court  action,  is  obvious. 

For  this  reason,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Gov- 
ernor of  my  State  feels,  with  ample  justi- 
fication, that  a  maximum  related  to  pro- 
portions prior  to  the  removal  of  resi- 
dency requirements  is  inappropriate. 
States  such  as  Washington,  which  have 
rehabilitated  AFDC  mothers  and  have 
kept  the  caseloads  down  are  penalized. 


The  second  area  of  concern  on  the 
part  of  the  State  of  Washington  relates 
to  the  requirements  for  substantial  at- 
tachment to  the  labor  force  to  be  eligible 
for  AFDC.  This,  the  Governor  feels, 
penalizes  an  unemployed  family  which 
stays  together.  If  the  father  of  the  fam- 
ily leaves  home,  his  family  would  then  be 
eligible  for  AFDC  payments.  I  feel  the 
Governor's  point  is  valid. 

The  third  area  of  concern  is  the  pro- 
vision transferring  the  community  work 
and  training  program  currently  admin- 
istered by  local  public  offices  to  the  De- 
partment of  Labor,  with  its  concentra- 
tion of  authority  at  the  Federal  level. 
Governor  Evans,  with  justification,  can 
point  with  pride  to  the  work  of  the  local 
public  assistance  agencies  in  the  State 
of  Washington,  which  have  demonstrated 
their  greater  knowledge  of  the  work  and 
training  needs  of  recipients  and  which 
can  and  do  affect  more  timely  work  as- 
signments. The  State  of  Washington  has 
current  assistance  standards,  provides  a 
broad  medical  care  program  and  re- 
habilitative services,  and  is  definitely  in- 
terested in  a  good  welfare  program. 

May  I  add  this  comment,  Mr.  Speaker : 
I  think  we  have  in  charge  of  the  Wash- 
ington State  Department  of  Public  As- 
sistance a  fine  and  able  administrator  in 
the  person  of  Sidney  Smith.  He  has, 
since  taking  over  these  duties  under 
Governor  Evans'  administration,  given 
new  direction  and  new  esprit  de  corps 
to  the  entire  department,  to  use  the 
Governor's  words.  He4ras  instituted  fine 
programs  that  have  helped  to  put  re- 
cipients back  in  jobs  and  these  have  been 
highly  successful  programs  that  have 
saved  the  State  several  millions  of 
dollars. 

In  view  of  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe 
you  can  understand  and  appreciate  the 
concern  of  my  Governor  over  these  three 
specific  provisions  in  the  conference  re- 
port which  could  seriously  impair  the 
public  assistance  program  in  the  State  of 
Washington. 

Mr.  REID  of  New  York.  Mr.  Speaker, 
although  I  intend  to  vote  for  the  con- 
ference report  here  before  us,  I  must 
confess  to  very  serious  reservations 
about  certain  of  its  provisions.  Specifi- 
cally, I  refer  to  the  welfare  and  medi- 
caid provisions  which,  by  substantially 
reducing  the  levels  of  Federal  contri- 
butions to  States  like  New  York,  will  cast 
into  jeopardy  the  lives  and  well-being  of 
our  poor  and  disadvantaged. 

The  welfare  of  our  needy  citizens  is  a 
national  problem — in  scope  and  solution. 
We  should  not  abdicate  our  responsibil- 
ities here  in  Washington  by  casting  upon 
the  States  an  inordinate  share  of  this 
problem.  Nor  can  we  blithely  ignore  the 
critical  problems  before  us  with  a  sweep- 
ing statement  that  the  States,  of  course, 
are  free  to  fund  welfare  and  medicaid 
programs  at  such  levels  as  they  may 
choose. 

Let  me  but  note  in  brief  the  impact 
which  these  provisions  would  have  upon 
the  State  of  New  York  and  its  largest 
metropolis,  New  York  City.  Mayor  John 
Lindsay  has  estimated  that  the  total 
burden  to  be  cast  upon  both  the  State 
and  city  under  the  conference  report's 
welfare  and  medicaid  provisions  could 
reach  some  $150  million.  Whereas  the 
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Federal  contribution  to  New  York  State 
under  the  medicaid  program  for  fiscal 
year  1970  would  have  been  some  $491 
million  under  the  present  provisions, 
under  the  conference  report  this  figure 
will  be  slashed  some  $62  million  to 
approximately  $429  million.  The  ceiling 
of  $6,000  for  a  family  of  four — in  terms 
of  eligibility  for  medicaid — will  be  re- 
duced to  $3,900  under  the  formula  con- 
tained in  the  conference  report. 

This  is  not  a  minor  matter.  In  a  joint 
telegram  to  President  Johnson,  Gover- 
nor Rockefeller,  and  Mayor  Lindsay 
stated  that  the  reduction  in  Federal  aid 
"would  create  a  grave  fiscal  situation  in 
the  State  and  would  precipitate  a  fiscal 
crisis  in  the  city.  They  added: 

The  net  result  is  certain  to  be  major  hard- 
ship and  suffering  for  Americans  most  in 
need — poor  families  and  especially  their 
children. 

The  provision  of  this  bill  which  would 
put  a  freeze  on  the  ratio  of  children  from 
fatherless  homes  who  can  qualify  for 
welfare  is  archaic  in  its  conception  and 
inhuman  in  its  treatment  of  the  poor. 
It  would  affect  adversely  some  126,000 
children  in  New  York  City  alone  over  the 
next  18  months.  Mayor  Lindsay  estimates 
that  to  care  for  them  without  Federal 
assistance  would  cost  the  city  about  $30 
million.  As  the  New  York  Times  has  so 
aptly  put  it: 

This  provision  faces  the  states  with  the 
option  of  sterilizing  mothers  or  letting  chil- 
dren starve. 

The  bill  passed  by  the  other  body  orig- 
inally offered  a  true  incentive  to  welfare 
recipients  to  earn  additional  income  by 
permitting  them  to  retain  the  first  $50 
of  monthly  outside  earnings  and  50  per- 
cent of  additional  amounts.  These  figures 
have  been  pared  to  $30  and  30  percent, 
respectively.  A  proposed  job-training  al- 
lowance has  been  sliced  from  $20  per 
week  to  $30  per  month. 

I  have  praised  those  provisions  of  the 
bill  which  reflect  a  more  forward-looking 
understanding  of  the  critical  problems  of 
welfare  in  our  Nation.  The  day  care, 
child  health,  and  family  planning  pro- 
grams— although  reduced  in  scope  in  the 
conference  report — will  help  to  alter  the 
character  of  welfare  and  encourage 
greater  initiative  on  the  part  of  its  recip- 
ients. 

But  this  is  not  a  time  for  half  meas- 
ures which  raise  the  hopes  of  the  poor 
in  one  breadth  and  dash  them  in  the 
next.  I  regret  that  I  shall  not  have  the 
opportunity  to  vote  to  recommit  this 
conference  report  with  instructions  to 
the  managers  oh  the  part  of  the  House 
either  to  alter  the  provisions  I  have  re- 
ferred to  or  to  accede,  where  appropriate, 
to  more  progressive  Senate  provisions.  I 
do  hope  that  in  succeeding  sessions  of 
the  Congress  we  shall  place  high  priority 
on  rectifying  some  of  the  injustice  being 
done  today  if  the  Senate  fails  to  take 
action  in  this  regard  on  this  conference 
report. 

Mr.  BUTTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  some  of 
the  provisions  in  the  social  security 
amendments  bill  we  are  considering  to- 
day shall  probably  go  down  as  the  most 
restrictive,  regressive  ever  to  pass  this 
House.  Had  the  measure  not  been  subject 
to  a  closed  rule  earlier  in  the  year  with 


no  opportunity  for  amendment  on  the 
floor,  I  am  sure  these  provisions  would 
have  been  deleted.  I  had  hoped  that  the 
more  enlightened  provisions  of  the  Sen- 
ate bill  would  have  been  adopted,  but 
the  bill's  "niggardly  spirit"  remains. 

The  opportunity  to  break  from  the 
closed  rule  tradition  of  such  a  measure 
availed  itself  this  summer,  when  a  num- 
ber of  my  colleagues  suggested  to  the 
Rules  Committee  that  this  year's  consid- 
eration of  the  bill  be  under  a  modified 
closed  rule  which  would  allow  amend- 
ments, at  least,  to  those  sections  of  the 
bill  which  dealt  with  payments  to  States 
for  public  assistance  and  payments  to 
individuals  for  old-age  and  social  se- 
curity benefits.  But  this  effort  failed,  and 
as  a  result,  the  rule  under  which  the  bill 
came  to  the  floor  did  not  permit  an  op- 
portunity to  strike  the  more  objection- 
able features  of  the  bill.  For  those  who 
are  opposed  to  the  provisions  of  today's 
conference  report,  the  only  alternative, 
under  these  circumstances,  would  be  to 
scuttle  the  entire  social  security  package, 
which  would  only  further  delay  the  help 
needed  for  thousands  of  worthy  citizens. 

My  State  of  New  York  will  be  drasti- 
cally affected  by  the  provision  of  this 
bill  which  will  reduce  the  number  of  per- 
sons on  local  welfare  who  would  qualify 
for  Federal  aid.  This,  of  course,  is  a  co- 
ercive provision,  intended  to  trim  the 
welfare  rolls  through  forced  training  and 
employment  of  recipients.  Punishing 
family  members — including  mothers, 
when  .deemed  "appropriate"  by  the 
State — who  refuse  to  take  available  jobs 
or  participate  in  work  and  training  pro- 
grams, is  in  my  opinion  a  despicable  and 
punitive  device  that  can  do  nothing  but 
encourage  unemployed  fathers  in  welfare 
families  to  quit  their  homes  and  force 
mothers  to  work  who  should  be  in  the 
home  caring  for  their  children. 

Another  punitive  provision,  which  I 
disagree  with  deeply,  is  the  State-by- 
State  freeze  beginning  January  1,  1968, 
on  the  proportion  of  children  eligible  for 
federally  subsidized  aid  under  the 
aid-to-families-with-dependent-children 
program.  This  provision  alone  will  cost 
New  York  State  millions  of  dollars,  if 
we  are  to  continue  to  meet  our  respon- 
sibilities. 

These  provisions,  in  effect,  punish  the 
poor  for  being  poor,  abruptly  altering  the 
direction  and  vision  of  this  country's  so- 
cial responsibility  that  was  born  in  19th- 
century  America  and  which  has  grown 
into  remarkable  national  programs  of 
care  for  our  indigent  and  needy. 

Many  of  my  New  York  colleagues  will 
agree,  I  am  sure,  that  certain  provisions 
of  this  bill  tend  to  discourage  the  liberal 
assistance  programs  our  State  has  in- 
stituted. The  objectional  features  of  this 
bill  will  only  place  an  additional  burden 
on  already  financially  overburdened 
States  to  assume  the  portion  of  the  costs 
which  no  longer  will  be  available  from 
the  Federal  Government  or  force  these 
States  to  cut  back  their  programs.  I  do 
not  think  this  is  just  or  financially  sound. 

Also,  Mr.  Speaker,  our  elder  Americans, 
those  who  have  contributed  so  much  to 
the  growth  and  prosperity  of  our  Nation, 
were  first  promised  benefit  increases  ef- 
fective July  1  of  this  year.  This  date 


passed  and  finally  we  are  about  to  agree 
here  today  to  make  these  benefits  paya- 
ble for  the  month  of  February  1968,  not 
to  be  reflected  in  benefit  checks  received 
until  March.  There  is  no  sound  financial 
or  other  reason  why  these  payments 
could  not  have  been  made  retroactive, 
effective,  at  least,  back  to  October  1,  1967. 
This  would  have  given  our  senior  citizens 
a  lump-sum  payment  from  the  existing 
surplus  in  the  social  security  fund.  Our 
failure  to  include  such  a  retroactive 
clause  in  this  bill  is  especially  trite  and 
niggardly  in  view  of  action  taken  by  this 
body  earlier  in  the  week  giving  Govern- 
ment employees  a  retroactive  pay  in- 
crease effective  October  1  of  this  year. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  had  hoped  that  the 
changes  in  the  existing  law  would  have 
truly  compensated  for  the  rising  prices 
and  hardships  now  facing  families  liv- 
ing on  fixed  incomes,  but  I  am  not  sure 
this  bill  will  serve  the  purpose  of  in- 
creasing their  buying  power  or  catching 
up  with  rising  costs  of  living,  and  espe- 
cially not  if  the  administration's  tax-in- 
crease proposal  is  enacted  next  year. 

If  we  seriously  wanted  to  significantly 
improve  the  lot  of  those  in  the  lower 
benefit  categories,  we  should  have  raised 
the  ceiling  on  outside  earnings  by  social 
security  beneficiaries.  We  could  have  also 
made  medical  payments  100  percent  tax 
deductible  for  our  elder  citizens,  as  the 
law  provided  before  1965.  But  as  the  bill 
stands,  there  is  only  a  token  increase  in 
the  earning  ceiling — $1,680.  Realistically 
we  should  have  adopted  the  Senate  ver- 
sion calling  for  a  $2,400  ceiling.  The  bill 
should  have  also  established  an  auto- 
matic cost-of-living  increase  applicable 
to  the  benefit  schedule.  This  would  have 
kept  the  beneficiaries'  purchasing  power 
stable  during  inflationary  periods,  and 
would  enable  senior  citizens  to  maintain 
their  well-earned  dignity  instead  of  pe- 
riodically begging  Congress  for  increases 
to  offset  inflationary  trends.  Certainly 
much  remains  to  be  done. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  regret  that  it  was  im- 
possible to  make  the  changes  I  have  sug- 
gested, and  I  equally  regret  not  being 
able  to  register  my  dissent  in  the  form 
of  a  vote  against  the  aforementioned  un- 
desirable provisions  in  this  legislation, 
which  I  fear  will  worsen  the  conditions 
of  poverty  that  far  too  many  Americans 
find  themselves  in  today. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
wish  to  add  my  support  to  the  social  se- 
curity amendments  now  being  considered 
by  the  House. 

We  cannot  ignore  the  plight  of  many 
elderly  citizens  for  whom  social  security 
payments  are  the  only  source  of  income. 
These  citizens'  with  their  income  fixed 
by  law  are  helpless  in  the  whirlwinds  of 
inflation  which  now  erodes  their  pension 
and  forces  them  to  lower  their  standards 
of  living.  Since  the  prime  cause  of  infla- 
tion has  been  ever  increasing  spending 
by  the  Federal  Government,  it  is  that 
same  Government's  responsibility  to  do 
what  it  can  to  correct  this  injustice.  In 
this  case,  the  only  course  of  action  is 
to  increase  their  social  security  benefits, 
while  also  broadening  the  base  by  which 
the  Government  collects  social  security 
revenues.  For  these  reasons,  I  urge  the 
passage  of  the  social  security  amend- 
ments now  before  us,  and  I  also  urge  a 
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halt  to  other  unnecessary  spending  pro- 
grams that  serve  to  nullify  these  in- 
creases by  contributing  to  the  continued 
devaluation  of  our  dollar. 

I  would  also  like  to  urge  at  this  time 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  a  more  equitable  ad- 
justment be  made  in  the  outside  earnings 
provision  of  this  bill.  The  bill  before  us 
will  increase  the  outside  earnings  capa- 
bility of  individual  social  security  recip- 
ients from  $1,500  to  $1,680.  This  I  feel 
is  insufficient.  I  strongly  recommend 
that  this  section  of  the  bill  be  changed 
and  that  a  raise  be  made  which  would 
permit  social  security  recipients  to  earn 
up  to  $3,000  a  year. 

There  is  no  limit  on  the  amount  a 
retired  person  can  presently  receive  from 
such  sources  as  interest,  rents,  royalties, 
and  dividends  without  losing  any  portion 
of  his  social  security  payments.  Many 
retired  persons  who  need  and  would  like 
to  earn  additional  income  from  wages 
or  salaries  are  discouraged  from  taking 
part-time  jobs  because  they  would  have 
to  forfeit  much  or  even  all  of  their  social 
security  payments.  They  need  and  de- 
serve better  incentives  to  improve  their 
income  position. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  to- 
day cast  my  vote  for  the  social  security 
bill.  However,  I  do  so  with  deep  regret 
over  the  many  regressive  and  inadequate 
provisions  of  this  legislation. 

The  bill  raises  the  social  insurance 
payments  from  a  minimum  of  $44  to  $55. 
But  do  we  all  not  know  that  it  just  is 
not  possible  to  live  decently  on  $55  a 
month  today?  The  bill  raises  the  social 
insurance  payments  by  13  percent.  But 
the  payments  were  not  sufficient  before, 
and  prices  are  rising.  The  bill  raises  the 
allowable  earned  income  ceiling  to  $1,680. 
But  is  this  realistic? 

But  as  inadequate  as  are  the  social  in- 
surance provisions,  they  are  not  the  worst 
villains  in  the  bill.  The  real  malevolence 
is  in  the  welfare  provisions.  Some  of  these 
are  shameful.  In  the  apt  words  of  the 
New  York  Times,  these  provisions  "strip 
those  on  the  relief  rolls  of  what  dignity 
has  been  left  to  them." 

What  are  these  malevolent  provisions? 

One  limits  the  amounts  of  Federal  as- 
sistance available  for  children  from 
homes  with  only  one  parent  to  the  level 
which  exists  on  January  1,  1968.  Thus 
the  States,  whose  resources  are  already 
stretched  drum  tight,  will  face  the  pros- 
pect of  allowing  children  to  go  hungry. 
The  avowed  intent  of  this  provision  is 
to  discourage  fatherless  homes.  But  how 
can  starving  the  children  of  these  un- 
happy homes  solve  this  problem? 

Another  odious  provision  of  the  bill  is 
one  of  omission.  The  bill  reported  by  the 
conference  dropped  the  Senate  provision 
which  would  have  required  all  States  to 
provide  aid  for  dependent  children  even 
if  there  was  an  unemployed  male  in  the 
household.  This  provision  would  have 
done  away  with  the  stealth  and  family 
disruption  which  has  so  often  been  fos- 
tered by  the  so-called  man-in-the-house 
rules. 

Other  provisions  of  the  bill  provide  so- 
called  incentives  to  employment  for  the 
recipients  of  welfare.  Do  we  really  be- 
lieve that  the  problem  is  that  those  on 
relief  do  not  want  jobs  and  a  better  life? 


Is  the  problem  not  one  of  inadequate 
physical  ability,  insufficient  skills  and 
education,  discrimination,  and  the  simple 
lack  of  job  opportunities?  And  is  the  ex- 
clusion of  $30  a  month  in  earned  income 
together  with  one-third  of  all  other  in- 
come a  real  incentive  in  any  event? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  vote  for  this  bill  be- 
cause of  the  important  benefits  it  pro- 
vides, but  I  deplore  the  shortsightedness 
and  neglect  inherent  in  several  of  its 
provisions — especially  those  concerning 
social  welfare — and  I  will  in  future  ses- 
sions work  to  see  these  provisions  cor- 
rected. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  13- 
percent  increase  in  social  security  bene- 
fits provided  for  the  elderly  in  this  bill 
is  vitally  needed  by  more  than  23  million 
Americans  under  the  program,  so  I  am 
going  to  vote  for  the  conference  report, 
although  I  am  opposed  to  certain  pro- 
visions with  respect  to  aid  for  families 
with  dependent  children  and  the  medi- 
caid programs. 

Wages  have  increased  and  the  cost  of 
living  has  gone  up.  Our  older  people 
receiving  social  security  benefits  need 
this  13-percent  increase  to  bring  their 
monthly  checks  up  to  a  level  commen- 
surate with  increased  living  costs. 

The  bill  also  provides  for  an  increase 
in  the  amount  of  payments  for  the  spe- 
cial group  of  people  72  and  over  who, 
because  the  work  they  were  doing  in 
their  younger  years  was  not  covered  by 
social  security,  cannot  qualify  for  full 
benefits.  It  increases  the  amount  of  spe- 
cial payments  they  can  receive  from  $35 
a  month  for  an  elderly  man  or  widow 
to  $40. 

Another  desirable  feature  of  this  legis- 
lation increases  the  annual  earnings 
exemption  from  $1,500  to  $1,680  that  an 
older  person  can  receive  without  having 
any  social  security  benefits  withheld.  I 
have  long  supported  and  sponsored  legis- 
lation to  accomplish  this  end. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  opposed  to  the  re- 
gressive provisions  written  into  the  House 
bill,  and  now  agreed  to  in  this  confer- 
ence report.  They  are:  The  January  1, 
1968,  ceiling  on  the  percent  of  children 
with  respect  to  whom  Federal  aid  to  de- 
pendent children  payments  may  be  made 
to  a  State;  and  the  mandatory  provision 
on  the  States,  beginning  January  1,  1969, 
to  encourage  State  and  local  welfare 
agencies  to  put  pressure  on  mothers  of 
dependent  children  to  leave  home  and  go 
to  work. 

I  reiterate  again  what  I  said  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  when  this  bill  was  be- 
fore us  on  August  17,  these  provisions 
would  have  an  adverse  effect  upon  the 
welfare  of  children  and  will  not  con- 
tribute to  the  strength  and  integrity  of 
families.  In  his  telegram  to  me  express- 
ing opposition  to  this  conference  report, 
George  Meany,  president  of  the  AFL- 
CIO,  said  of  these  provisions  on  behalf 
of  his  labor  organization: 

We  deplore  punitive  welfare  provisions  in 
report  which  unfairly  and  unjustly  penalize 
nation's  poor  just  because  they  are  poor. 

I  also  received  a  telegram  in  opposition 
to  these  provisions  from  Msgr.  Joseph  A. 
Russell,  Rev.  Vincent  M.  O'Connor,  and 
Rev.  George  Jacoby  of  the  Catholic 
Charities  Organization  for  the  Roman 


Catholic  diocese  of  Springfield,  Mass., 
which  embraces  my  Second  Congression- 
al District,  as  follows : 

We  strongly  oppose  the  proposed  limita- 
tion of  AFDC  caseloads  in  H.R.  12080.  We 
urge  you  to  vote  against  this  proposal. 

The  American  Jewish  Congress,  in  a 
telegram  to  me  signed  by  its  president, 
Laurence  Locke,  took  a  similar  position, 
and  I  read: 

Horrified  Conference  Committee  recom- 
mends case  load  freeze  January,  1968.  Action 
ignores  normal  population  growth.  Children 
must  not  hunger.  States  cannot  bear  addi- 
tional financial  responsibility.  Urge  you  op- 
pose conference  report  with  restrictive 
provisions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  that  these  restric- 
tive and  regressive  provisions  will  be 
stricken  from  the  Social  Security  Act  by 
legislation  in  the  next  session  of  the 
Congress.  I  think  we  have  to  get  this  bill 
out  before  we  adjourn  because  there  are 
23  million  people  waiting  for  increases 
in  benefit  payments  on  which  they  de- 
pend for  a  living,  and  they  cannot  wait 
another  year  because  living  costs  are 
going  up  every  month.  Therefore,  I  am 
going  to  vote  in  favor  of  the  conference 
report  because  of  its  many  good  provi- 
sions, but  reluctantly  so  because  I  am  op- 
posed to  the  restrictive  welfare  provi- 
sions. 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  confer- 
ence report  on  H.R.  12080  can  hardly  be 
described  as  a  compromise  between  the 
House  and  the  Senate  bills.  It  is  the 
House  bill  with  slight  modifications 
which  makes  it  hardly  more  palatable 
than  the  bill  which  passed  the  House  on 
August  17,  under  a  closed  rule,  against 
which  I  spoke  and  voted  and  which  made 
it  impossible  to  separate  benefits  under 
the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  in- 
surance program  from  the  public  welfare 
amendments. 

The  rules  of  the  House  have  again  been 
used  to  deprive  us  of  any  opportunity  to 
change  the  conference  report  or  to  sepa- 
rate the  social  security  benefits  from  the 
public  welfare  provisions.  The  motion  to 
recommit,  proposed  by  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Utt],  would  reduce 
the  already  inadequate  benefit  increases. 
So  it  is  unacceptable  and  would  not  serve 
as  a  vehicle  to  improve  the  bill.  I  am 
opposed  to  ordering  the  previous  ques- 
tion because,  if  it  were  defeated,  then  a 
motion  to  instruct  the  conferees  to 
amend  the  restrictive  medicaid  and  wel- 
fare provisions,  and  to  increase  benefits, 
would  be  in  order.  Since  the  previous 
question  was  ordered,  we  are  confronted 
with  the  alternative  of  either  accepting 
the  conference  report  with  all  of  its  defi- 
ciencies or  of  denying  to  23  million  senior 
citizens  the  benefit  increases — inade- 
quate as  they  are — which  they  desper- 
ately need. 

The  administration  requested  an  in- 
crease in  social  security  benefits  to  a 
minimum  of  $70  a  month,  with  across- 
the-board  increases  of  15  percent,  which 
was  incorporated  in  the  Senate  bill.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  House  approved  a 
much  lower  minimum  figure  of  $50  a 
month,  with  an  across-the-board  in- 
crease of  12.5  percent.  The  conference 
report  figure  before  us  today  is  closer  to 
the  House  bill.  Fifty-five  dollars  a  month, 
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which  the  conference  report  establishes 
as  a  minimum,  coupled  with  an  outside 
earnings  limitation  of  $1,690  annually, 
continues  a  living  standard  below  the 
poverty  line.  It  is  totally  Inadequate. 

The  actions  of  both  the  House  and  the 
Senate  with  respect  to  title  XIX  were 
devastating  to  a  program  which  for  the 
first  time  made  hospital  and  medical  care 
available  to  people  who  are  medically 
needy  but  not  welfare  recipients. 

The  Senate  bill  provided  an  income 
eligibility  ceiling  for  medicaid  which  was 
150  percent  of  the  income  limitation  for 
old-age  assistance.  The  House  estab- 
lished an  income  eligibility  limit  at  150 
percent  of  the  actual  AFDC  payment 
level.  This  will  be  133  y3  percent  as  of 
January  1,  1970.  The  conferees  accepted 
the  House  formula  which  is  more  re- 
strictive than  the  Senate  formula. 

The  effect  of  the  new  medicaid  for- 
mula is  to  discriminate  against  the  more 
progressive  States  which  have  chosen  to 
provide  medicaid  not  just  to  indigent 
persons,  but  to  moderate-income  fami- 
lies. For  example,  in  New  York  State  the 
Income  limit  for  a  family  of  four  is 
$6,000.  That  will  have  to  be  reduced  to 
$5,292.  New  York  City  and  New  York 
State  together  will  lose  $40  million  annu- 
ally In  Federal  funds  for  the  New  York 
City  medicaid  program. 

The  most  discriminatory  feature  is  the 
welfare- freeze  provision  which  limits 
AFDC  payments  to  a  State  to  a  ratio 
based  on  the  percentage  of  children  of 
absent  parents  who  received  aid  to  the 
child  population  under  age  18  in  the 
State  as  of  January  1,  1968. 

The  freeze  will  adversely  affect  the 
large  Industrial  States  like  New  York, 
California,  Illinois,  which  are  the  recip- 
ients of  the  migration  from  the  rural 
South  which  will  lose  nothing  in  Federal 
payments  through  this  amendment. 
These  States  will  be  forced  to  pay  wel- 
fare benefits  themselves  or  to  abandon 
these  families. 

It  Is  argued  that  the  work  training 
feature  will  reduce  the  AFDC  rolls.  But 
this  is  coercive  and  will  contribute  to 
the  breakup  of  families. 

Under  the  Senate  bill,  there  were  work 
Incentive  for  welfare  recipients  which  ex- 
empted the  first  $50  per  month  and  one- 
half  of  the  remainder  of  outside  income 
from  consideration  in  determining  the 
need  for  assistance.  Mothers  of  children 
could  not  be  forced  to  report  for  work 
training,  while  the  children  were  home 
from  school.  Under  the  Conference  re- 
port, the  incentives  have  been  cut  back 
to  the  first  $30  per  month  and  one-third 
of  the  remainder  of  outside  Income. 
Mothers  of  children  at  home  are  not  ex- 
cluded from  work  training. 

The  Senate  bill  required  States  to  pro- 
vide AFDC  assistance  when  an  unem- 
ployed father  is  in  the  home.  This  con- 
structive provision  was  omitted  from  the 
conference  report. 

A  requirement  adopted  by  the  Senate 
that  drugs  under  Federal  medical  pro- 
grams be  prescribed  under  their  generic 
names  was  eliminated. 

Major  administration  proposals  In- 
cluding disabled  social  security  recipients 
under  65  in  medicare,  raising  State  wel- 
fare payments  to  the  minimum  subsist- 


ence level,  and  extending  social  security 
benefits  to  farmworkers  were  not  incor- 
porated in  either  the  Senate  or  House 
bill. 

The  restrictive  and  coercive  welfare 
provisions  of  the  conference  report,  the 
imposition  of  unreasonable  requirements 
for  medicaid,  the  meager  increases  in  so- 
cial security  benefits,  the  fact  that  social 
security  beneficiaries  who  also  receive 
public  assistance  will  not  get  any  actual 
increase  in  total  income  absent  State  ac- 
tion— all  are  undesirable  features  of  a 
piece  of  legislation  which  is  a  bitter  dis- 
appointment to  the  poor  and  the  elderly. 

Efforts  to  help  our  citizens  who  are  in 
the  most  desperate  need  are  attacked  as 
"welfare  statism." 

Why  is  it  that  the  welfare  state  is  per- 
fectly acceptable  when  the  recipients  are 
the  well-to-do?  We  have  a  welfare  state 
for  farmers  in  price  supports;  we  have 
a  welfare  state  for  the  auto  and  con- 
struction industries  in  the  highway  pro- 
gram; we  have  a  welfare  state  for  oil- 
men in  depletion  allowance  loopholes. 
But  let  the  cities  and  the  involuntary 
indigent  cry  out  for  a  minimum  stand- 
ard of  decency,  and  the  response  of  the 
Congress  is  repression  and  coercion. 

When  will  justice  be  done? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
express  my  disappointment  that  this  con- 
ference report  on  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967  does  not  include 
the  Senate-passed  provision  to  allow 
schoolteachers  in  States  where  they  are 
not  covered  by  social  security  to  elect  to 
participate  in  the  hospital  insurance  pro- 
gram as  long  as  they  are  willing  to  pay 
their  own  way. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  there  are 
more  than  689,000  public  school  teachers 
across  the  Nation  in  various  States  cov- 
ered by  retirement  systems  of  their  own, 
but  they  do  not  have  programs  similar  to 
medicare's  hospital  insurance  coverage 
available  to  them. 

The  provision  deleted  in  conference  was 
sponsored  by  Senator  Ribicoff  last  Feb- 
bruary  24  as  S.  1071,  and  was  incorpo- 
rated in  the  Senate-passed  bill.  It  is  my 
understanding  that  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  gave  its 
approval  to  the  amendment,  but  it  was 
deleted  in  conference  because  of  opposi- 
tion by  the  National  Conference  of  State 
Social  Security  Administrators  who  want 
more  time  to  study  the  provision. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  regret  that  in  voting  for 
this  conference  report  it  does  not  con- 
tain the  provision  which  the  school- 
teachers in  my  congressional  district  fa- 
vor as  vital  and  necessary  to  their  future 
welfare. 

During  the  last  few  days  I  have  re- 
ceived telegrams  asking  my  support  for 
reconsideration  of  this  provision  from  the 
East  Longmeadow  Teachers  Association; 
Henry  J.  North,  president  of  the  Long- 
meadow  Education  Association;  Robert 
V.  Dooley,  executive  secretary  of  the 
Springfield  Education  Association;  and 
Stephen  R.  Jendrysik,  corresponding 
secretary  of  the  Chicopee  Teachers 
Association. 

We  have  no  opportunity  here  to  vote 
for  reconsideration  of  this  one  provision, 
of  course,  because  the  vote  will  be  to 
accept  or  reject  the  entire  conference  re- 


port on  a  bill  which  provides  for  a  13- 
percent  increase  in  benefits  to  some  23 
million  elderly  Americans  receiving 
monthly  social  security  checks,  and 
other  beneficial  and  desirable  provisions. 

Therefore,  I  regret  that  this  provision 
to  allow  schoolteachers  in  certain  States 
to  elect  to  be  covered  by  the  medicare 
hospital  insurance  coverage  of  the  social 
security  program  is  not  in  the  final  bill, 
and  I  hope  that  the  members  of  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  will  hold  hearings 
and  take  action  on  this  proposal  in  the 
next  session. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  now  yield  10  minutes 
to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Byrnes] 

(Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, this  bill  before  us,  the  Social  Security 
Act  of  1967,  is  a  bench  mark  in  the  his- 
tory of  the  social  security  system.  It  is 
an  important  piece  of  legislation.  The 
bill  was  worked  out  by  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means — all  25  members  of  that 
committee — after  lengthy  hearings  and 
lengthy  executive  sessions.  At  the  conclu- 
sion of  that  work  it  was  jointly  intro- 
duced by  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
and  by  myself.^ 

The  committee  in  working  on  this  leg- 
islation attempted  to  do  a  constructive 
job  in  a  bipartisan  manner. 

In  my  opinion,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  were 
successful.  This  bill  represents  a  reason- 
able balance  between  the  needs  of  the 
millions  who  are  currently  dependent 
upon  social  security  benefits  on  the  one 
hand  and  the  millions  of  workers  and 
employers  on  the  other  hand  whose  so- 
cial security  taxes  will  rise  in  order  to 
finance  these  benefits. 

Also,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  represents 
in  my  opinion  a  recognition  of  the  prob- 
lems of  the  poor  whom  society  must  as- 
sist— the  depressed,  the  aged,  the  de- 
pendent children  on  the  one  hand,  yes, 
and  the  general  taxpayer  on  the  other 
hand. 

But,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  aged  and  the 
poor  are  to  be  really  served,  it  is  time 
that  the  demagogery  stop.  It  is  time 
that  we  call  a  halt  to  some  of  the  loose 
and  careless  statements  that  are  being 
made  with  reference  to  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  amazed  at  some  of 
the  careless  statements  that  have  been 
made  about  this  legislation.  Our  action 
has  been  labeled  as  regressive. 

However,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  which 
is  now  pending  before  us  is  a  sound  and 
basic  bill  and  is  one  which  will  not  in- 
flict injustice  or  other  penalties  upon  the 
Nation's  poor. 

To  those  who  say  that  the  benefit  in- 
creases in  this  bill  are  inadequate  and 
meager,  let  me  say  this  is  pure  dema- 
gogery. This  represents  the  largest  in- 
crease in  benefits  in  the  history  of  this 
program.  It  comes  only  2  years  after 
an  increase,  passed  in  1965,  which 
amounted  to  7  percent.  Admittedly,  it 
would  be  nice  if  we  could  forget  about 
any  ceiling  on  benefits.  But  anyone  who 
states  that  we  have  not  given  consider- 
able concern  and  support  to  increasing 
benefits,  just  does  not  know  what  he  is 
talking  about,  and  either  has  not  read 
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the  bill  or  does  not  understand  its  provi- 
sions. 

Let  us  look  at  it  in  dollars  and  cents. 
For  a  full  calendar  year  the  benefit  in- 
creases in  dollars  that  will  be  added  to 
the  social  security  checks  will  be  $3.7  bil- 
lion. This  is  not  a  niggardly  amount.  In 
just  10  months  of  1968,  the  amount  of 
money  going  to  these  people  will  be  in- 
creased by  $2.9  billion,  or  almost  $3  bil- 
lion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  one  wonders  what  one 
.has  to  do  in  order  to  satisfy  some  of  these 
people  who  are  making  these  outlandish 
statements  today. 

Then,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  also  have  to 
face  up  to  the  problem  of  how  we  are 
going  to  pay  for  these  benefits.  There- 
fore, let  us  take  a  look  at  that  other  side. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  regressive  tax  base, 
we  are  asking  the  taxpayers  of  this  coun- 
try— we  are  asking  every  wage  earner, 
every  person,  no  matter  what  his  depend- 
ency or  financial  condition  may  be — to 
pay  a  tax  upon  the  first  dollar  he  earns. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  1968  the  bill  produces 
$1.5  billion  of  additional  taxes  in  order 
to  pay  for  these  benefits.  The  following 
year,  the  bill  produces  $5.6  billion  in  in- 
creased taxes  in  order  to  pay  for  these 
increased  benefits. 

Permit  me  to  suggest  to  some  of  the 
critics  that  if  they  are  concerned  about 
the  maintenance  of  this  system,  its  ac- 
tuarial soundness,  and  its  capacity  to 
meet  the  needs  of  the  older  people,  they 
had  better  be  careful  that  they  do  not 
so  load  down  the  system  with  benefits 
that  it  collapses  of  its  own  weight. 

There  are  occasions  when  we  must  try 
to  save  the  social  security  system — and 
the  benefits  that  it  provides  for  our  older 
people — from  those  so-called  friends  who 
would  wreck  it  by  so  weighting  it  down 
that  the  taxpayers  no  longer  will  be  will- 
ing to  support  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  my  opinion  this  rep- 
respents  a  reasonable  compromise.  I  be- 
lieve our  people  will  be  willing  to  pay  the 
increased  taxes  provided  for  in  the  bill. 
But  mark  me,  a  day  can  come  when  if 
you  look  only  at  the  benefit  side,  you  will 
have  a  situation  where  the  current 
workers  who  must  pay  the  tax,  refuse 
the  burden  such  benefits  impose  upon 
them.  Then  the  whole  system  is  in 
danger.  Then  the  older  people  who  have 
become  dependent  upon  the  system  will 
really  need  to  worry,  and  then  we  will  be 
doing  them  a  disservice. 

To  those  who  would  claim  that  we 
were  absolutely  unconcerned  for  our 
poor,  and  those  in  need  of  assistance, 
let  me  point  out  that  today  we  are  pay- 
ing out  $4.5  billion  under  public  assist- 
ance programs  that  are  encompassed  in 
this  bill  in  addition  to  the  old-age  and 
survivors  and  disability  and  health  in- 
surance programs.  On  straight  public 
assistance,  the  Federal  Government 
spends  $4.5  billion — and  that  amount  is 
growing. 

When  they  talk  about  the  plight  of  our 
dependent  children — and  certainly  we 
have  to  do  what  is  right  by  those  chil- 
dren— let  me  point  out  that  we  are  also 
doing  much  today,  and  yet  some  of  the 
statements  that  are  made  would  make 
it  appear  that  we  have  just  turned  our 
backs  on  them. 


Ten  years  ago  in  1956  we  had  646,t)00 
families  under  aid  to  families  with  de- 
pendent children  program  involving  2.4 
million  recipients  of  aid.  Today  we  have 
1.2  million  families  and  5  million  re- 
cipients. This  program  alone  is  costing 
$2  billion. 

This  bill  does  not  turn  its  back  on 
these  recipients  of  aid.  What  it  does  do 
in  many  cases  is  to  show  that  we  want 
to  try  to  do  something  about  their  prob- 
lem, and  not  be  content  merely  to  send 
them  a  check  from  Uncle  Sam,  or  a  relief 
check. 

We  insist  that  there  be  programs  of 
rehabilitation. 

We  insist  that  there  be  programs  so 
that  the  people  who  are  capable  of  learn- 
ing a  trade  and  forming  work  habits, 
have  available  the  training  to  get  a  job. 
Those  people  who  are  able  to  work 
should  be  given  a  chance  to  work  for 
their  self  respect.  That  is  the  American 
system.  And  that  is  all  that  this  bill  seeks 
to  accomplish.  It  does  not  strike  one 
child  off  of  the  relief  rolls. 

When  the  critics  talk  about  the  bill 
cutting  back  it  is  just  a  bunch  of  malar- 
key.  There  are  some  restraints  that  will 
require  the  States  to  make  the  effort  to 
get  off  assistance,  and  onto  jobs.  That  is 
sound. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  time 
of  the  gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2  ad- 
ditional minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  The  whole 
tenor  of  my  remarks,  Mr.  Speaker,  is: 
Let  us  look  at  what  the  bill  really  does, 
and  ignore  the  labels  that  have  been 
cast  about  by  people  who  I  am  fearful 
have  not  even  read  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOELSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  No,  I  do 
not  have  the  time  to  yield. 

As  I  said,  these  critics  have  not  even 
read  the  bill  carefully  enough  to  under- 
stand what  is  being  attempted  and  the 
improvements  that  are  made.  I  would 
suggest  that  these  people,  who  call  this 
a  shameful  bill  and  talk  about  unjust 
penalties  and  virtual  slavery,  read  the 
bill,  and  they  will  find  that  this  is  not  a 
case  where  we  suggest  that  a  person 
be  trained,  and  take  a  job,  regardless  of 
circumstances.  We  say  that  if  an  in- 
dividual is  found  to  be  capable  of  taking 
training  and  working,  and,  if  the  situa- 
tion makes  this  posible,  then  that  indi- 
vidual should  try  to  move  into  a  situa- 
tion where  he_  can  be  dependent  upon 
himself  rather  than  on  welfare  checks. 

Is  that  not  what  we  should  all  be 
looking  for,  and  is  that  not  really  what 
these  people  should  want?  I  can  think 
of  very  few  people  who  would  prefer  to 
be  looking  to  some  governmental  agency 
for  a  check  if  they  could  be  working. 

All  true  Americans  want  to  stand  on 
their  own  feet  and  this  bill  looks  toward 
making  that  possible. 

Those  who  call  this  "slavery"  have  not 
even  read  the  language  of  the  bill. 

Ia  my  judgment,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a 
good  bill.  It  is  a  bill  that  will  go  down  in 
history  as  a  benchmark  in  the  social  se- 
curity system. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  that  this  Congress 
will  support  it. 


Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  TJtt],  a  member  of  the  con- 
ference committee. 

Mr.  UTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  at 
this  time  to  pay  my  respects  and  regards 
to  the  chairman  of  our  committee.  I 
share  his  hopes  for  the  future  and  over 
the  future  of  the  system.  But  I  have  a 
greater  fear  than  he  has  that  this  clamor 
that  we  hear  on  the  outside  about  more 
social  security,  and  more  welfare  is  going 
to  take  over  and  destroy  the  entire  social 
security  system. 

We  have  heard  a  great  deal  about  the 
benefits  being  paid  under  this  bill.  But 
not  too  much  attention  has  been  given  to 
the  cost;  who  pays  this  cost  and  how 
much  it  is  going  to  cost. 

Under  social  security  next  year,  the 
additional  cost  will  be  about  $2.9  billion 
and  $3.6  billion  in  1969. 

When  I  came  to  the  Congress  this  year 
I  promised  that  I  would  not  vote  for  any 
increase  in  taxes,  but  that  I  would  vote 
for  a  decrease  in  spending  and  try  and 
stop  in  some  way  the  cost-push  inflation 
that  is,  taking  place  in  the  country  today. 

This  tax  bill  of  $3.6  billion  is  going  to 
fall  on  the  employer,  the  employee  and 
the  self-employed. 

It  amounts  to  about  a  16-percent  in- 
crease in  his  taxes  and  to  me  that  is  a 
substantial  tax. 

There  has  been  much  moaning  and 
gnashing  teeth  about  the  cost-push  in- 
flation. I  will  say  that  the  bill  before  us 
today  will  add  to  that  cost-push  inflation. 
It  adds  to  the  high  cost  of  employment. 

For  example,  in  California  it  costs 
more  than  $3,000  a  year  of  payroll  tax 
in  order  to  employ  a  $10,000  a  year  man. 

That  is  broken  down  as  follows: 

Percent 


Social  security  tax   4.  4 

Unemployment  insurance   3.  7 

California   disability  insurance   1.0 

Federal  employers'  excise  tax   1.  0 

Group  insurance   3.  87 

Pension  plan  for  employees   4.91 

Employees'  vacation  fund   3.  23 

Apprentice   fund   1.0 

Workman's  compensation   8.  46 

Public  comprehensive  Insurance   1.  7 


Total  payroll  31.  84 


So  when  he  employs  a  man  at  $10,000  a 
year,  he  has  to  not  only  have  that  $10,000 
a  year,  but  he  has  to  have  $3,000  to  pay 
the  payroll  taxes — and  social  security 
is  a  part  of  this  and  will  add  to  it  again. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  this  point  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  have  a  letter  from  Wal- 
ter Dewhurst  setting  out  the  payroll  de- 
ductions which  he  has  to  make,  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The Jetter  is  as  follows : 

Dewhttrst  &  Associates, 
La  Jolla,  Calif.,  February  1, 1967. 
Hon.  James  B.  TJtt, 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman:  It  will  be  your  duty 
to  study,  debate,  and  vote  on  many  issues  of 
national  importance  during  the  coming  year. 
One  of  them  will  no  doubt  be  the  proposal  to 
further  increase  social  security — both  as  to 
benefits  and  costs. 

The  very  responsible  publication — U.S. 
News  and  World  Report  asks — is  social  secu- 
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rity  to  get  out  of  hand?  I  have  enclosed  a 
copy  of  their  article  for  you  vise. 

Unfortunately,  the  article  clearly  Implies 
that  our  social  security  costs  are  considerably 
less  than  other  countries  listed — in  fact  It 
states  that  we  are  only  beginners  in  the 
field.  Nothing  can  be  farther  from  the  truth. 

Let  me  give  you  an  example. 

As  a  general  contractor  in  California  the 
following  items  of  social  security  must  by 
law  be  paid  to  the  respective  agencies. 

Percent 


Federal  Insurance  Contributions  Act_  4.  4 

California  unemployment  insurance —  3.  7 

California  disability  insurance   1.0 

Federal  employers  excise  tax   1.0 

Employees  group  insurance — Health, 

18*  per  hour   3.  87 

Employees  pension  trust  25tf  per  hour.  4.  91 
Employees  vacation  trust  15#  per 

hour    3.23 

Employees  apprentice  fund  trust 

y2t  per  hour   .  10 

Workmans  compensation   8.  46 

Comp  public   1. 17 


Total  (does  not  include  tax  on 

employees)   31.  84 


Obviously  these  figures  will  vary  from  in- 
dustry to  industry  and  state  to  state  but 
when  social  security  costs  are  considered 
please  keep  the  entire  picture  in  mind. 

Best  regards. 

Walter  Dewhtjrst. 

Mr.  UTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  signed  the 
conference  report  because  I  think  we 
did  the  very  best  we  could  between  the 
House  bill  and  the  Senate  bill.  About  90 
percent  of  the  conference  report  is  the 
House  bill.  I  think  that  we  improved  it 
considerably,  with  one  exception.  We 
added  about  $200  million  a  year  more  in 
cost  to  it.  While  I  signed  the  report,  I 
am  going  to  offer  a  motion  to  recommit 
to  the  conference  committee  in  order  to 
bring  the  bill  back  in  compliance  com- 
pletely with  the  House-passed  bill. 

I  know  the  bill  will  be  passed,  but  I 
just  feel  that  we  are  looking  down  the 
road  to  complete  socialization,  to  the 
complete  nationalization  of  medicine.  I 
predict  that  within  30  years  from  today 
medicare,  medicaid,  hospitalization,  doc- 
tors, nurses,  and  the  pharmaceutical  in- 
dustry will  be  nationalized  100  percent 
and  will  be  under  the  control  of  the  Gov- 
ernment. That  will  be  because  of  the 
pressure  we  are  seeing  on  the  outside  to- 
day by  those  people  who  want  more  than 
they  are  getting  under  social  security.  It 
will  come  from  the  people  under  65 — and 
I  do  not  blame  them — who  do  not  get 
medicare  from  the  Government,  who  do 
not  get  the  benefits  that  older  people  get. 
Yet  they  have  to  put  up  their  own  money 
to  pay  their  bills.  They  will  demand  more 
and  more  and  more.  The  result  will  be 
that  we  will  nationalize  the  medical  busi- 
ness, the  hospitals,  and  the  doctors.  This 
will  result  in  a  decrease  in  the  quality 
and  quantity  of  medicine,  now  so  avail- 
able under  the  free  enterprise  system. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  compliment  the  members  of  the  con- 
ference committee  on  the  excellent  job 
they  did  under  extremely  difficult  con- 
ditions. 

Most  of  the  criticism  of  this  bill  fails 
to  take  into  account  the  overwhelming 
statistics  regarding  the  AFDC  recipients. 
There  are  communities  in  my  own  State 
of  Texas  with  families  on  their  third 
generation  of  welfare.  This  cycle  of  pov- 


erty has  to  be  stopped  without  placing 
undue  burdens  on  the  working  man.  This 
program  does  this  through  the  use  of 
job  training  incentives.  If  the  States,  and 
I  am  sure  they  will,  will  utilize  the  train- 
ing provisions  of  this  report,  they  will  be 
able  to  drastically  reduce  the  size  of  the 
AFDC  rolls. 

Somebody  has  to  stand  up  for  the  man 
who  is  working  for  a  living,  trying  to  ed- 
ucate his  children  and  trying  to  feed 
them  as  costs  rise  out  of  sight.  The  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  kept  this  problem 
in  mind  and  tried  to  put  meaningful 
ceilings  on  some  of  the  welfare  pro- 
grams— tried  to  reduce  in  the  next  gen- 
eration the  size  of  the  AFDC  rolls.  And 
yet  it  was  done  without  wantonly  or 
cruelly  slicing  people  from  the  rolls. 

This  report  contains  the  largest  bene- 
fits increase  in  history.  It  provides  many 
built  in  incentives  to  encourage  people 
to  go  out  and  get  jobs.  This  is  not  cruel 
legislation,  it  is  meaningful  legislation 
designed  to  protect  the  unrepresented 
American  who  is  out  working  for  a  living 
from  a  continuing  increase  in  his  social 
security  taxes.  It  helps  the  poor,  yet  it 
protects  the  integrity  of  the  system  it- 
self. 

And  lastly,  this  bill  at  least  tries  to  rec- 
ognize the  plight  of  the  forgotten  man — 
the  young  man  with  a  family.  Some 
day  this  young  man  will  rebel  against 
a  system  which  makes  the  benefits  un- 
related to  wages.  At  least  he  has  some 
hope  from  this  bill.  At  least  it  does  not 
raid  the  treasury  for  extensive  general 
revenue  financing — and  the  benefits  are 
more  wage  related  than  under  the  ad- 
ministration bill. 

I  strongly  support  this  report.  All  of 
us  would  like  to  do  more,  but  legislation 
like  this  must  be  considered  with  refer- 
ence to  the  overall  tax  burden. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  the 
remainder  of  the  time  to  the  distinguish- 
ed gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Boggs]. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  is  recognized 
for  14  minutes. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  my  judg- 
ment this  bill  represents  probably  the 
most  diligent  effort  that  Congress  has 
made  since  the  inception  of  the  social 
security  program  to  bring  the  program 
up  to  date  and  to  provide  for  our  people 
who  are  dependent  upon  that  system. 

Let  me  first  tell  you  some  of  the  things 
that  this  bill  does,  some  of  the  benefits 
that  are  provided  in  the  bill,  and  let  me 
spell  them  out  so  that  everyone  can 
understand  them. 

In  the  first  place,  the  additional 
monthly  benefits  for  a  man  and  his  wife 
are  increased  from  $145  to  $165.  The 
minimum  benefit  is  raised  from  $44  to 
$55  a  month.  The  maximum  benefit  is 
increased  for  a  single  worker  from  $168 
to  $189.90  a  month.  In  terms  of  dollars, 
as  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin,  the  ranking  minority  mem- 
ber, pointed  out,  in  a  full  year  of  opera- 
tion it  means  $3,700,000,000  to  the  social 
security  beneficiaries  of  this  country. 
That  is  an  enormous  increase  in  benefits. 

Let  me  spell  out  to  you  what  the  pre- 
vious dollar  increases  in  cash  benefits 
have  been.  The  1950  amendments 
amounted  to  $1  billion  per  annum. 


In  1954,  it  was  $1.1  billion  per  annum; 
in  1958,  it  was  the  same  amount;  in  1965, 
it  was  $1.6  billion  per  annum;  in  this  bill, 
it  is  $3.7  billion  in  a  full  year  of  opera- 
tion. 

At  the  same  time  we  have  kept  this 
system,  as  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  pointed 
out,  actuarially  sound,  which  I  think 
every  thoughtful  American  understands 
and  appreciates. 

That  is  not  all.  Let  me  tell  about  some 
of  the  other  new  provisions  in  the  bill 
that  have  not  been  discussed  here  today. 

The  retirement  test,  by  which  many 
people  have  their  benefits  reduced  after 
they  reach  age  65,  has  been  liberalized  to 
such  an  extent  that  760,000  people  not 
now  participating  will  be  able  to  partici- 
pate at  a  total  cost  of  about  $175  million 
a  year. 

We  have  established  a  new  category  for 
disabled  widows.  Heretofore  a  disabled 
widow  would  not  qualify  as  a  result  of 
her  disability.  Today  she  can  qualify  un- 
der this  bill  at  age  50. 

We  have  increased  credits  for  people 
serving  in  the  armed  services.  So  this  is 
brand  new  in  this  act.  A  serviceman  will 
get  credit  for  service  pay  as  payment 
which  can  be  calculated  in  establishing 
his  benefits  when  he  reaches  retirement 
age. 

In  the  case  of  hospital  insurance,  or 
medicare,  we  have  tremendously  im- 
proved this  legislation.  For  instance,  we 
have  given  a  60-day  lifetime  reserve  for 
those  who  have  exhausted  their  hospital 
care  under  the  basic  90 -day  period.  We 
have  made  it  easier  to  process  doctors' 
bills.  We  have  provided  a  system  to  ex- 
pedite payment  of  hospital  bills  without 
unnecessary  redtape,  and  we  have  pro- 
vided for  payment  in  the  case  of  non- 
participating  hospitals,  under  certain 
conditions. 

Finally,  let  me  point  out  that  in  the 
welfare  provisions  that  have  been  sub- 
jected to  a  certain  amount  of  criticism 
here,  nevertheless  in  fiscal  year  1968, 
we  provide  $265  million  in  new  benefits 
that  are  not  now  provided  for  in  the  law. 

Let  me  also  point  out  that  in  the  mat- 
ter of  the  work-training  program  mem- 
tioned  heretofore  by  the  chairman,  it 
is  estimated  that  750,000  people  not  now 
employed  will  be  trained  by  1972.  They 
are  750,000  people  who  are  not  now  gain- 
fully employed  and  who,  in  the  terms 
used  by  the  President  some  years  ago, 
are  tax  eaters  and  not  taxpayers.  In  my 
opinion  these  people  want  the  chance 
to  earn  their  own  way  in  jobs  of  their 
own  choosing. 

Mrs.  GRIFFITHS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Michigan. 

Mrs.  GRIFFITHS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  say  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman,  as  the  only  woman  who  ever 
had  a  right  on  the  floor  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  welfare  provisions  of 
the  social  security  bill,  I  wholeheartedly 
support  the  welfare  amendments  in  the 
House.  I  congratulate  the  conferees  for 
retaining  the  House  version. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  we  are 
doing  no  woman  a  favor  if  we  say  to  her, 
"You  have  to  stay  home.  You  can  never 
be  delivered."  This  is  not  a  favor  to  any- 
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one,  and  it  is  an  immoral  thing  to  say 
to  her,  "You  can  leave  the  father  of 
your  children  and  the  rest  of  us  will  sup- 
port them."  Or  that  she  can  stay  home 
without  working  and  the  rest  of  us  will 
support  her.  We  do  her  a  favor  when  we 
permit  her  to  support  herself  or  her 
children  and  give  her  a  chance  at  a  job 
and  some  training. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman.  I  am  sure  all  Mem- 
bers of  this  body  realize  what  a  dedicated 
Congresswoman  the  gentlewoman  from 
Michigan  is,  and  she  is  expressing  the 
sentiment  of  all  our  citizens.  I  just  do 
not  believe  that  anyone  who  is  able  wants 
to  do  nothing  all  of  his  or  her  life.  I 
think  most  people  want  an  opportunity 
for  gainful  employment. 

That  is  what  this  bill  seeks  to  do. 

Let  me  point  out  one  or  two  other 
things  I  think  are  very  important  about 
the  ceiling  which  has  been  the  subject  of 
a  considerable  amount  of  criticism.  That 
ceiling  applies  only  in  one  category  of 
children.  That  is  only  where  the  father 
or  the  man  in  the  home  is  absent.  It 
does  not  apply  where  the  father  is  dead — 
which  covers  a  great  many  children.  It 
does  not  apply  where  the  father  is  dis- 
abled. Nor  does  it  apply  when  the  chil- 
dren are  still  in  school,  all  the  way 
through  age  22. 

In  addition  to  that,  and  equally  im- 
portant, it  is  a  flexible  ceiling.  It  does 
not  mean  that,  come  January  1,  1968,  a 
given  number  will  be  arrived  at,  and 
that  number  will  be  permanent  from 
then  on.  Quite  the  contrary.  It  grows  as 
the  child  population  grows. 

It  is  used  as  a  base  for  a  flexible  ceil- 
ing. 

Finally,  let  me  say  this  on  this  subject: 
We  have  amended  this  law  whenever  it 
has  been  required.  The  idea  that  anyone 
could  say,  in  light  of  the  benefits  I  have 
spelled  out — $3%  billion  in  social  se- 
curity benefits,  $258  million  in  new  wel- 
fare benefits  in  1968  alone,  new  hospital 
programs  and  so  on — the  idea  that  any- 
one could  say  this  legislation  is  regres- 
sive merely  means  that  he  has  not  studied 
the  legislation. 

I  sat  through  this  conference  from  be- 
ginning to  end.  I  sat  there  because  I  felt 
there  was  no  bill  any  more  important.  I 
participated  in  the  conference  discus- 
sions on  these  amendments. 

In  my  judgment,  this  is  the  best  bill 
that  we  can  possibly  get. 

If  we  have  made  mistakes — to  err  is 
human — but  if  we  have  made  mistakes 
we  will  come  back  and  to  the  best  of  our 
ability  we  will  correct  them.  Everyone 
knows  that. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  Is  it  the 
gentleman's  understanding  that  the 
aged,  the  blind,  the  disabled  who  draw 
public  assistance  can  receive  up  to  $7.50 
if  their  States  act,  whether  or  not  they 
have  outside  income? 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Yes ;  if  they  are  on  welfare 
and  receive  a  social  security  payment,  the 


State  may  elect  to  let  $7.50  of  the  in- 
crease pass  through. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  If  they  do 
not  have  outside  income — and  about  half 
of  those  adults  do  not  have  outside  in- 
come— what  situation  will  they  be  in 
under  this  bill? 

Mr.  MILLS.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield 
further,  that  is  determined  entirely  on 
the  basis  of  whether  they  have  income. 
The  State  has  to  adjust.  That  is  not  in 
all  cases  only  social  security  but  it  could 
be  some  other  type  of  income.  The  State 
has  to  adjust  the  needs  upward  for  this 
payment,  if  it  makes  this  election,  so 
that  they  would  have  this  $7.50. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  What 
about  the  million  and  a  half  or  so  aged, 
blind,  and  disabled  with  no  social  secu- 
rity or  railroad  retirement,  and  no  other 
kind  of  outside  income  at  all?  My  ques- 
tion is:  Does  this  bill  provide  any  mech- 
anism, directly  or  indirectly,  for  any 
benefit  increase  to  those  million  and  a 
half  Americans  who  by  definition  are  in 
economic  need? 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tleman yield  further? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  MILLS.  There  is  nothing  in  this 
bill  to  directly  help  in  that  situation  be- 
cause there  is  nothing  in  the  bill  that 
increases  in  any  way  the  amount  of  the 
Federal  contribution  directly  to  people 
on  welfare.  Let  me  comment  further. 

I  think  I  may  have  misunderstood  one 
of  the  gentleman's  earlier  questions.  The 
Senate  amendment  had  been  explained 
by  the  Department  as  a  "pass-along" 
provision,  which  would  indicate  that  it 
would  have  been  applicable  only  to  social 
security  recipients  and  we  were  informed 
that  no  additional  Federal  funds  would 
have  been  involved  under  the  Senate  pro- 
vision. I  must  agree  with  the  gentleman 
in  his  interpretation  that  the  Senate  pro- 
vision literally  would  have  applied  to  wel- 
fare recipients  without  regard  to  whether 
they  are  social  security  recipients.  In  this 
matter  he  is  correct.  I  would  like  for  my 
previous  statement  to  stand  corrected  in 
that  regard.  I  know  the  gentleman  has 
studied  this  provision  of  the  bill  in  great 
detail. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman,  because  that  is  the  point 
I  tried  awkwardly  to  make  earlier.  Ap- 
parently now  the  record  is  correct  in 
that  respect. 

There  will  be  one  and  a  half  million 
aged,  blind  and  disabled  needy  people 
under  public  assistance  laws  that  under 
no  circumstances  can  get  1  cent  as  a  re- 
sult of  passage  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  fur- 
ther to  the  chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  MILLS.  However,  this  does  not 
present  the  whole  picture,  since  under 
the  bill  there  are  significant  savings  in 
the  welfare  programs  which  the  States 
can  use  to  increase  the  payments  to  these 
very  people,  if  they  so  choose.  Also,  we 
must  remember  the  entire  context  of 
this  bill. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  It  was  not  in  conference, 
was  it? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  The  mat- 
ter was  in  conference. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  BOGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  believe 
the  gentleman  is  losing  sight  of  the  fact 
that  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the 
States  from  giving  these  increases.  This 
all  goes  to  the  States,  and  the  Federal 
Government  matches  on  a  State-match- 
ing formula.  Some  of  the  States,  where 
the  Federal  Government  matches  by  83 
percent,  might  provide  for  this,  and  the 
Federal  Government  will  have  to  match 
any  dollar  increase  by  83  cents  on  every 
dollar. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  As  I 
understood  it,  the  Senate  version  re- 
quired passing  on  to  social  security  bene- 
ficiaries, and  required  that  non-social- 
security  beneficiaries  would  also  receive 
certain  benefits. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  will  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  JOELSON.  I  would  like  to  ask 
what  about  the  institutions  and  agen- 
cies in  New  Jersey  who  said  the  freeze 
will  be  catastrophic? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  just  answered  that 
question.  I  said  that  the  so-called  freeze 
applies  to  only  one  category  of  children. 
I  further  said  that  if  problems  arise  in 
its  application  the  committee  will  re- 
solve them  as  soon  as  possible. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Pepper]. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  On  page  284  it  says  "pro- 
vide for  aid  to  families  with  dependent 
children  in  the  form  of  foster  care."  The 
States  are  required  to  provide  it? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Yes. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  What  assurance  have  we 
that  the  States  may  be  induced  to  do 
so? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  If  they  do  not  do  it,  they 
lose  whatever  funds  they  are  entitled  to 
under  that  program. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  This  has  been  a  well-con- 
sidered and  well-thought-out  bill.  It  has 
taken  the  combined  efforts  of  the  two 
committees,  and  the  conferees  worked 
long,  hard,  and  diligently.  As  all  of  us 
know,  we  are  driving  toward  adjourn- 
ment of  this  first  session  of  the  90th 
Congress.  In  my  judgment,  this  will  be 
the  last  vote  we  have  on  this  bill.  I  just 
want  to  emphasize — and  I  think  I  can 
say  this  without  fear  of  contradiction — 
that  if  we  do  not  adopt  this  conference 
report  now  and  if  the  other  body  insists 
on  disagreeing  to  it,  it  simply  means  that 
the  25  million  Americans  entitled  to  an 
increase  will  not  get  it.  That  is  what  is 
involved  in  this  vote  today. 

I  hope  that  rather  than  try  to  build 
up  threats  that  do  not  exist,  we  will  rec- 
ognize that  this  is  the  most  comprehen- 
sive social  security  bill  we  have  ever  had 
before  Congress  and  will  vote  it  up,  and 
we  will  understand  that  if  any  other 
course  of  action  is  taken,  these  benefits 
will  not  be  made  available  to  the  Amer- 
ican people  as  called  for  in  this  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  conference  re- 
port. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  the  conference  report. 
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MOTION  TO  RECOMMIT 

Mr.  UTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a  motion 
to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  the 
gentleman  opposed  to  the  conference  re- 
port? 

Mr.  UTT.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  Clerk 
will  report  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Utt  moves  to  recommit  the  conference 
report  on  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  the  com- 
mittee of  conference  with  instructions  to  the 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  to  insist 
on  the  language  of  sections  101  and  108  of 
the  House-passed  bill  which  provides  a  l2l/2- 
percent  benefit  increase,  a  minimum  primary 
insurance  amount  of  $50,  and  an  annual  con- 
tribution and  benefit  base  of  $7,600. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  motion  to  re- 
commit. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  BURKE  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman will  state  it. 

Mr.  BURKE  of  Massachusetts.  Does  the 
motion  of  the  gentleman  from  California 
include  the  restrictive  amendments  ap- 
plied to  the  AFDC? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  Chair 
cannot  answer  that. 

Mr.  BURKE  of  Massachusetts.  May  I 
ask  the  gentleman  from  California  to  ex- 
plain his  motion? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  the  Clerk  will  reread  the  mo- 
tion to  recommit. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  reread  the  motion  to  re- 
commit. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  motion  to  recommit  was  rejected. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  390,  nays  3,  answered  "pres- 
ent" 1,  not  voting  38,  as  follows: 


[Roll  No.  439] 

YEAS — 390 

Abernethy 

Boggs 

Cederberg*- 

Adair 

Boland 

Chamberlain 

Adams 

Bolton 

Clancy 

Addabbo 

Bow 

Clark 

Albert 

Brademas 

Clausen, 

Anderson,  HI. 

Brasco 

Don  H. 

Anderson, 

Bray 

Clawson,  Del 

Tenn. 

Brinkley 

Cleveland 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Brock 

Cohelan 

Andrews, 

Brooks 

Colmer 

N.  Dak. 

Brotzman 

Conable 

Arends 

Brcwn,  Calif. 

Conte 

Ashbrook 

Brcwn,  Mich. 

Conyers 

Ashley 

Brown,  Ohio 

Corbett 

Ash  more 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Corman 

A  spina" 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Cowger 

Ayres 

Buchanan 

Cramer 

Baring 

Burke,  Fla. 

Culver 

Barrett 

Burleson 

Cunningham 

Battin 

Burton,  Calif. 

Curtis 

Belcher 

Burton,  Utah 

Daddario 

Bell 

Bush 

Daniels 

Berry 

Button 

Davis,  Ga. 

Betts 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Davis,  Wis. 

Bevill 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

de  la  Garza 

Biester 

Cabell 

Delaney 

Bingham 

Cahill 

Dellenback 

Blackburn 

Carey 

Denney 

Blanton 

Carter 

Dent 

Blatnlk 

Casey 

Derwinski 

Devine 

Kazen 

Reid,  HI. 

Dingell 

Kee 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Dole 

Keith 

Reifel 

Donohue 

Kelly 

Reuss 

Dorn 

King,  Calif. 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Dow 

Kirwan 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Dowdy 

Kleppe 

Riegle 

Downing 

Kluczynskl 

Rivers 

Dulski 

Kornegay 

Roberts 

Duncan 

Kupferman 

Robison 

Dwyer 

Kyi 

Rodino 

Eckhardt 

Kyros 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Edmondson 

Laird 

Rogere,  Fla. 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Landrum 

Ronan 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Langen 

Rooney,  NY. 

Edwards,  La. 

Latta 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Eilberg 

Leggett 

Rosenthal 

Erlenborn 

Lennon 

Rostenkowskl 

Esch 

Lipscomb 

Roth 

Eshleman 

Lloyd 

Roudebush 

Evans,  Colo. 

Long,  La. 

Roush 

Everett 

Long,  Md. 

Roybal 

Evins,  Tenn. 

McCarthy 

Rumsfeld 

Fallon 

McClory 

Ruppe 

Farbstein 

McClure 

Ryan 

Fascell 

McCulloch 

St  Germain 

Feighan 

McDade 

Sandman 

Findley 

McDonald, 

Satterfleld 

Fino 

Mich. 

Saylor 

Fisher 

McEwen 

Schadeberg 

Flood 

McFall 

Scherle 

Flynt 

McMillan 

Scheuer 

Foley 

MacGregor 

Schneebeli 

Ford,  Gerald  R. 

Machen 

Schweiker 

Ford, 

Madden 

Schwengel 

William  D. 

Mahon 

Selden 

Fraser 

Mailliard 

Shipley 

Frelinghuysen 

Marsh 

Shriver 

Friedel 

Mathias,  Calif. 

Skubitz 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Matsunaga 

Slack 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

May 

Smith,  Calif. 

Fuqua 

Mayne 

Smith,  Iowa 

Galifianakis 

Meeds 

Smith,  NY. 

Gallagher 

Meskill 

Smith,  Okla. 

Gardner 

Michel 

Snyder 

Garmatz 

Miller,  Calif. 

Springer 

Gathings 

Miller,  Ohio 

Stafford 

Gettys 

Mills 

Staggers 

Giaimo 

Minish 

Stanton 

Gibbons 

Mink 

Steed 

Gilbert 

Minshall 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Goodell 

Mize 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Goodling 

Monagan 

Stephens 

Gray 

Montgomery 

Stubblefleld 

Green,  Pa. 

Moore 

Stuckey 

Griffiths 

Moorhead 

Sullivan 

Gross 

Morgan 

Taft 

Grover 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Taylor 

Gubser 

Morse,  Mass. 

Teague,  Calif. 

Gude 

Morton 

Teague,  Tex. 

Gurney 

Mosher 

Tenzer 

Hagan 

Moss 

Thompson,  Ga. 

Haley 

Multer 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Hall 

Murphy,  111. 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Halpern 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Tiernan 

Hamilton 

Myers 

Tuck 

Hammer- 

Natcher 

Tunney 

schmidt 

Nedzi 

Udall 

Hanley 

Nelsen 

Ullman 

Hanna 

Nichols 

Van  Deerlln 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Nix 

Vander  Jagt 

Harvey 

0THara,  111. 

Vanik 

Hathaway 

O'Hara,  Mich. 

Vigorito 

Hawkins 

O'Konskl 

Waggonner 

Hays 

Olsen 

Waldie 

Hechler,  W.  Va. 

O'Neal,  Ga. 

Walker 

Heckler,  Mass. 

O'Neill,  Mass. 

Wampler 

Helstoski 

Ottinger 

Watkins 

Henderson 

Passman 

Watts 

Herlong 

Patman 

Whalen 

Hicks 

Patten 

Whalley 

Holifield 

Felly 

White 

Holland 

Pepper 

Whitener 

Horton 

Perkins 

Whitten 

Howard 

Pettis 

Widnall 

Hull 

Pbilbin 

Wiggins 

Hurgate 

Pickle 

Williams,  Fa. 

Hunt 

Pike 

W  iiSOII,  nuu 

Wilson 

Ichord 

Poage 

Charles  H. 

Irwin 

Poff 

Winn 

Jacobs 

Pollock 

Wolff 

Jarman 

Pool 

Wright 

Joelson 

Price,  HI. 

Wyatt 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Price,  Tex. 

Wydler 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Pryor 

Wylie 

Jonas 

Pucinskl 

Wyman 

Jones,  Ala. 

Quie 

Yates 

Jones,  Mo. 

Quillen 

Zablockl 

Jones,  N.C. 

Railsback 

Zion 

Karsten 

Randall 

Zwach 

Karth 

Rarlck 

Kastenmeier 

Rees 

NAYS — 3 
Bennett  Burke,  Mass.  Utt 

ANSWERED  "PRESENT" — 1 


Gonzalez 
NOT  VOTING — 38 


Abbitt 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Purcell 

Annunzio 

Hardy 

Reinecke 

Bates 

Harrison 

Resnick 

Boiling 

Harsha 

St.  Onge 

Broomfleld 

Hebert 

Scott 

Celler 

Hosmer 

Sikes 

Collier 

King,  N.Y. 

Sisk 

Dawson 

Kuykendall 

Stratton 

Dickinson 

Lukens 

Talcott 

Diggs 

Macdonald, 

Watson 

Fountain 

Mass. 

Willis 

Green,  Oreg. 

Martin 

Williams,  Miss. 

Halleck 

Mathias,  Md. 

Young 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 
The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

Mr.  Hebert  with  Mr.  Halleck. 

Mr.  Annunzio  with  Mr.  Bates. 

Mr.  St.  Onge  with  Mr.  King  of  New  York. 

Mr.  Celler  with  Mr.  Mathias  of  Maryland. 

Mr.  Fountain  with  Mr.  Broomfleld. 

Mr.  Stratton  with  Mr.  Hosmer. 

Mr.  Resnick  with  Mr.  Diggs. 

Mr.  Hardy  with  Mr.  Martin. 

Mr.  Willis  with  Mr.  Lukens 

Mr.  Abbitt  with  Mr.  Collier. 

Mr.  Young  with  Mr.  Talcott. 

Mr.  Macdonald  of  Massachusetts  with  Mr. 
Reinecke. 

Mr.  Sikes  with  Mr.  Harrison. 

Mr.  Purcell  with  Mr.  Dickinson. 

Mr.  Charles  H.  Wilson  with  Mr.  Hansen  of 
Idaho. 

Mr.  Sisk  with  Mr.  Scott. 

Mrs.  Green  of  Oregon  with  Mr.  Kuykendall. 
Mr.  Sandman  with  Mr.  Watson. 
Mr.  Dawson  with  Mr.  Harsha. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  those  Members  who 
participated  in  the  debate  on  the  con- 
ference report  may  be  permitted  to  revise 
and  extend  their  remarks  and  include 
extraneous  matter. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Al- 
bert) .  Is  there  objection  to  the  request 
of  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  those  Members  desir- 
ing to  do  so  may  have  5  legislative  days 
within  which  to  extend  their  remarks  on 
the  conference  report. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle- 
man from  Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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PERSONAL  ANNOUNCEMENT 

Mr.  HANSEN  of  Idaho.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
was  unavoidably  absent  when  the  vote 
was  taken  on  the  conference  report  on 
H.R.  12080,  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967.  Had  I  been  present,  I 
would  have  voted  "yea." 
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THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  BILL 

(Mr.  FEIGHAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  FEIGHAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  the 
conference  report  on  the  social  security 
bill  was  adopted  by  a  rollcall  vote  of 
390  to  3  on  Wednesday,  I  voted  for  its 
adoption  because  I  felt  that  it  is  impera- 
tive that  the  benefit  increase  it  contains 
must  be  made  available  to  the  24  million 
Americans  on  the  social  security  rolls 
without  further  delay. 

I  must  confess  that  I  cast  my  vote  in 
support  of  the  conference  report  al- 
though I  was  dissatisfied  with  a  number 
of  the  bill's  provisions.  At  this  stage  of 
the  legislation,  however,  I  felt  that  I 
could  do  nothing  more  than  support  the 
conference  report  because  to  vote  against 
it  might  well  have  jeopardized  the  pos- 
sibility of  any  benefit  increase  being  en- 
acted during  this  Congress. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  dissatisfied  with  a 
number  of  features  of  the  bill,  not  the 
least  of  those  is  the  benefit  increase.  The 
Senate  had  adopted  a  15-percent  across- 
the-board  increase  in  benefits  and  raised 
the  minimum  benefit  from  the  present 
$44  a  month  to  $70  a  month.  The  con- 
ference report  provides  only  a  13-percent 
increase  and  increases  the  minimum  to 
$55,  much  more  in  line  with  the  provi- 
sions of  the  House  bill  which  raised 
benefits  12  y2  percent  and  increased  the 
minimum  to  $50. 

In  addition  to  the  benefit  increase,  I 
am  also  troubled  by  some  of  the  bill's 
provisions  amending  the  public  assist- 
ance programs. 

I  am  concerned  over  the  way  the  bill's 
provision  freezing  the  proportion  of 
AFDC  children  on  the  rolls  in  a  State 
will  work.  The  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  furnished  esti- 
mates indicating  that  this  provision  will 
not  result  in  reducing  Federal  expendi- 
tures in  the  years  ahead,  thus  indicating 
that  it  will  not  require  any  reductions 
in  the  number  of  recipients  on  the  rolls. 
I  do  not  believe  that  the  Department's 
estimates  take  into  account  the  problems 
which  could  arise  in  many  urban  areas 
which  are  experiencing  an  in-migra- 
tion  of  people  from  rural  areas,  a  higher 
than  average  proportion  of  whom  apply 
for  welfare  assistance. 

I  am  also  concerned  over  the  bill's  pro- 
visions shifting  the  administration  of 
work  and  training  programs  for  AFDC 
recipients  from  welfare  agencies  to  em- 
ployment security  agencies.  The  latter 
agencies  have  little  or  no  experience  in 
handling  the  special  problems  of  welfare 
recipients.  Experience  gained  under  com- 
munity work  and  training  programs  pre- 
viously established  under  title  IV  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  demonstrates  that 
the  local  welfare  agencies  are  capable  of 
conducting  such  programs  when  given 
the  proper  tools  to  carry  them  out. 

I  am  sure  that  the  Congress  will  keep 
a  watchful  eye  on  the  results  obtained 
under  these  provisions  of  the  bill  and 
that  at  the  first  sign  of  something  going 
wrong  with  their  operation,  which  I  sin- 
cerely hope  will  not  occur,  the  necessary 
legislative  steps  to  correct  what  may  be 
present  errors  will  be  taken. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  introduced  a  num- 
ber of  bills  to  extend  social  security 
benefits  in  the  present  Congress.  These 
include  proposals  to  provide  a  minimum 
benefit  of  $100  a  month  to  workers  with 
25  years  of  social  security  credits;  an 
increase  in  the  earnings  limitation  to 
$2400  a  year;  full  benefits  at  age  62  for 
men  and  60  for  women;  and  providing 
disability  benefits  for  blind  persons  who 
have  at  least  six  quarters  of  coverage.  It 
is  my  hope  that  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  will  give  serious  considera- 
tion to  these  proposals  when  it  next  turns 
its  attention  to  social  security  matters. 
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OPPOSITION  TO  CONFERENCE 
REPORT  ON  H.R.  12080 

(Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey  (at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Conyers)  was  granted 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter.) 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  con- 
ference report  on  H.R.  12080.  I  voted  for 
H.R.  12080  when  it  was  before  this  House. 
I  did  so  because  I  strongly  believe  that  in- 
creased social  security  benefits  are  nec- 
essary to  provide  older  Americans  with 
the  means  to  live  in  dignity.  I  voted  for 
H.R.  12080  even  though  I  strongly  op- 
posed the  public  welfare  provisions.  I 
assumed  the  conference  committee  would 
eliminate  or  ease  these  objectionable 
provisions.  But  I  was  wrong.  The  confer- 
ence report  before  us  incorporates  an  ap- 
proach to  public  welfare  which  bespeaks 
the  Middle  Ages  rather  than  our  own 
day.  As  a  result,  I  cannot  in  conscience 
support  the  conference  report. 

I  am  mindful  that  those  receiving  so- 
cial security  are  counting  on  the  in- 
creased benefits  which  this  bill  provides. 
But  as  the  Members  know,  the  increased 
benefits  are  not  scheduled  to  appear  in 
social  security  checks  until  March  of 
next  year.  That  being  the  case,  we  have 
ample  time  to  rectify  the  mischief  con- 
tained in  this  bill.  I  would  urge  the 
House  to  reject  this  conference  report 
and  to  enact  a  bill  which  will  insure  that 
Increased  benefits  begin  in  March.  We 
can  then  reconsider  the  welfare  provi- 
sions. 
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As  the  Members  know,  the  language  of 
the  conference  report  freezes  the  per- 
centage of  children  eligible  for  Federal 
assistance  under  the  aid-to -dependent- 
children  program  at  the  level  of  Janu- 
ary 1968.  Such  action  would  have  a  dev- 
astating effect  upon  New  Jersey  and 
many  other  States.  New  Jersey  has  the 
third  highest  inmigration  rate  in  the 
Nation.  The  freeze  contemplated  in  the 
conference  report  would  mean  that  our 
State,  county,  and  municipal  govern- 
ments would  have  to  raise  additional  rev- 
enue to  compesate  for  loss  of  Federal 
funds. 

This  morning  I  received  a  telegram 
from  Commissioner  McCorkle  of  our 
State  department  of  institutions  and 
agencies.  He  opposes  the  conference  re- 
port because  of  the  adverse  effect  it  will 
have  upon  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  be  the  last  per- 
son to  minimize  the  beneficial  effects  of 
gainful  work.  I  wholeheartedly  support 
any  effort  designed  to  get  people  off  wel- 
fare rolls  and  on  payrolls.  But  the  con- 
ference report  in  requiring  that  all  re- 
cipients of  ADC  assistance  work  makes 
no  exception  for  mothers  with  young 
children.  There  is  no  language  to  miti- 
gate their  situation.  If  we  drive  these 
mothers  from  their  homes  to  enter  other 
homes  as  domestics,  who  will  care  for 
their  children?  This  conference  report 
as  it  now  stands  can  have  no  other  ef- 
fect than  that  of  contributing  to  disinte- 
gration of  family  life  among  the  poor 
with  all  the  evils  that  this  brings  in  its 
train. 

Mr.  Speaker,  our  elderly  citizens  are 
anxiously  awaiting  the  increased  bene- 
fits that  we  have  promised  them.  But  I 
cannot  believe  that  they  wish  to  receive 
them  at  the  expense  of  misery  inflicted 
on  others.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  reject 
this  conference  report. 

The  telegram  referred  to  follows: 
Trenton.  N.J., 
December  12,  1967. 
Hon.  Prank  Thompson,  Jr., 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  B.C.: 

New  social  security  legislation,  H.R;  12080, 
as  reported  out  of  Senate-House  conference 
contains  provision  freezing  Federal  partici- 
pation in  aid  to  families  of  dependent  chil- 
dren program.  If  adopted  this  can  be  cata- 
strophic for  New  Jersey,  particularly  our  ur- 
ban centers.  New  Jersey  will  suffer  because: 
(1)  It  is  nationally  recognized  that  the  num- 
ber of  welfare  recipients  has  been  main- 
tained at  a  low  level  in  New  Jersey,  and  (2) 
New  Jersey  has  the  third  highest  rate  of  in- 
migration in  the  Nation.  Freeze  on  Federal 
participation  would  place  the  entire  cost  of 
increased  loads  on  State,  county,  and  mu- 
nicipal governments. 

Lloyd  W.  McCorkle, 
Commissioner ,  Department  of  Institu- 
tions and  Agencies,  State  of  New 
Jersey. 
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to  in  conference  and  which  was  adopted 
by  this  body  yesterday. 

I  look  upon  this  legislation  as  not 
being  adequate  to  meet  the  needs  of  our 
citizens.  When  originally  voting  in  favor 
of  this  legislation,  it  was  anticipated  that 
it  would  subsequently  be  improved 
upon — that  the  House  bill  would  be  con- 
sidered as  a  base  upon  which  to  build. 
Though  some  improvement  was  realized 
in  the  Senate  version,  the  conferees 
failed  to  come  forth  with  the  necessary 
legislation. 

Of  particular  note  is  the  amendment 
pertaining  to  welfare  programs  aiding 
families  with  dependent  children.  As  re- 
ported by  the  conferees  and  adopted 
yesterday,  aid  to  dependent  children  is 
to  be  frozen  at  levels  of  January  1,  that 
is,  the  Federal  Government  will  pay  its 
share  of  the  Federal-State  welfare  pro- 
gram only  at  the  level  of  recipients  set 
as  of  January  1,  1968.  Persons  going  on 
the  aid  for  families  with  dependent  chil- 
dren rolls  above  that  level  will  only  re- 
ceive State  and  local  assistance.  In  other 
words,  the  Federal  Government  is  turn- 
ing its  back  on  all  those  families  and 
children  who  would  become  eligible  for 
assistance  after  January  1,  1968,  under 
existing  eligibility  regulations. 

I  would  like  to  remind  my  colleagues 
that  this  Nation,  which  is  the  wealthiest 
in  the  world,  uses  less  of  its  national 
wealth  for  the  social  welfare  of  its  citi- 
zens than  other  advanced  industrial  na- 
tions and  frequently  less  than  many  poor 
and  developing  nations.  While  West 
Germany  and  Luxembourg  use  approxi- 
mately 17  percent  of  their  gross  national 
product  for  social  welfare  measures,  the 
United  States  uses  only  7  percent. 

We  have  little  to  rejoice  about  con- 
cerning the  legislation  passed  by  this 
body  yesterday.  Yes,  it  is  an  improve- 
ment in  some  areas — which  prompted 
my  "yea"  vote — but  it  still  leaves  much 
to  be  desired.  Let  us  now  address  our- 
selves to  the  legislative  task  that  re- 
mains ahead  if  we  are  to  fulfill  our  ob- 
ligation to  the  senior  and  less  fortunate 
citizens  of  this  Nation. 


Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967 


SPEECH 

OF 

HON.  FERNAND  J.  ST  GERMAIN 

OF  RHODE  ISLAND 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  December  13,  1967 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  one 
of  the  disgraceful  paradoxes  of  this  Na- 
tion is  its  unparalleled  ability  to  care 
for  its  senior  and  less  fortunate  citizens, 
yet  its  failure  to  do  so. 

Perhaps  the  most  vivid  manifestation 
of  this  is  the  social  security  bill  agreed 
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Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967 
(H.R.  12080) 


SPEECH 

OP 

HON.  LEONARD  FARBSTEIN 

OP  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  December  13,  1967 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
among  those  who  voted  in  favor  of  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967 
when  it  appeared  on  the  floor  some 
months  ago.  At  that  time,  however,  I 
expressed  my  severe  reservations  about 
several  of  the  provisions  of  that  legisla- 
tion. At  the  time,  I  was  particularly  ag- 
grieved that  the  rule  under  which  the 
bill  was  considered  did  not  permit  a 
separate  vote  on  each  of  its  many  pro- 
visions. My  colleagues  and  I  did  not  have 
the  opportunity  to  pass  in  detail  on  the 
work  that  the  committee,  in  this  meas- 
ure, submitted  to  us.  Nonetheless,  I  sup- 
ported the  bill.  I  reasoned  that  the  ob- 
jectionable provisions  might  very  well  be 
eliminated  in  conference,  since  it  was 
well  known  at  the  time  that  the  majority 
of  the  Senate  was  opposed  to  them.  I 
judged  that,  on  the  whole,  the  bill  would 
be  beneficial  to  the  American  people. 

We  now  have  the  conference  report 
before  us  and  I  regret  to  say  that  the 
objectionable  provisions  are  still  present 
in  the  bill.  We  did  not  have  a  chance  to 
vote  on  them  .then.  We  are  not  getting 
a  chance  to  vote  on  them  now.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  protest  vigor- 
ously a  procedure  which  allows  major 
policy  to  pass  this  House  without  its 
Members  ever  getting  a  chance  to  ex- 
press their  judgment  on  it.  I  will  not  say 
that  this  bill  was  railroaded  into  law. 
I  recognize  that  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  gave  it  careful  consideration. 
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But  the  committee  is  not  the  House  and 
has  no  authority  to  legislate  for  the 
House.  Certainly  the  Senate  had  no  less 
right  to  have  these  provisions  eliminated, 
yet  the  committee,  speaking  for  itself 
rather  than  for  the  House  as  a  body,  in- 
sisted that  they  be  retained.  With  all  due 
respect  for  the  leadership  of  the  com- 
mittee, Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  feel  that 
the  presence  of  this  bill,  in  the  form  that 
it  is  before  us  today,  represents  a  victory 
for  parliamentary  democracy. 

The  two  provisions  to  which  I  take 
most  vigorous  exception  are  those  which 
would  penalize  my  State  and  my  city 
chiefly,  but  would  also  handicap  indus- 
trial areas  generally.  In  other  words, 
these  provisions  are  highly  biased  in  their 
intent.  They  represent  anti-urban  dis- 
crimination. 

The  first  of  these  provisions  would  put 
a  ceiling  on  the  amount  of  AFDC  assist- 
ance a  State  can  receive.  It  would  limit 
the  number  of  eligible  applicants  for 
which  a  State  can  receive  Federal  back- 
ing to  the  number  currently  on  the  rolls. 
In  other  words,  if  one  more  eligible  re- 
cipient comes  into  New  York,  by  birth  or 
migration,  no  funds  will  be  granted  for 
this  recipient's  care.  We  all  know,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  New  York  and  other  pro- 
gressive States  have  become  and  will  con- 
traue  to  serve  as  a  magnet  for  the  dispos- 
sessed, the  underprivileged,  the  unfor-; 
tunates  of  what,  if  I  may  be  candid,  can 
o.i  ly  be  called  the  "backward"  States. 
Tnese  States  send  their  surplus  bodies, 
in  effect,  to  New  York  and  the  other 
great  industrial  cities.  We  in  New  York 
try  to  offer  these  people  opportunity. 
Sometimes  we  are  not  successful,  but 
we  try.  When  we  cannot  give  them  jobs, 
we  sometimes  have  to  offer  them  welfare, 
to  keep  them — and  by  "them"  I  mean 
little  children  more  often  than  able- 
bodied  men — alive.  This  provision  will 
have  no  impact  whatever  on  State  that 
hpve  a  net  out-migration  of  poor  people. 
It  will  only  hurt  the  States  to  which 
people  migrate,  States  which  are  doing 
their  best  to  deal  with  the  Nation's  eco- 
nomic problems.  It  is  a  cruel  provision, 
bee?  use  it  tells  us  in  New  York,  in  ar- 
bitrary and  peremptory  fashion,  that  we 
cannot  receive  any  more  help  in  keeping 
t^ese  children  alive. 

The  other  provision  puts  new  limita- 
tions on  the  administration  of  the  so- 
called  medicaid  program,  which  New 
York  has  put  into  effect  to  assure  ade- 
quate medical  treatment  to  the  poor. 
Authorized  by  Federal  law,  New  York 
has  sought  to  make  a  reality  of  our  so- 
ciety's promise  that  no  one  will  be  sick 
for  lack  of  medical  care.  This  bill  forces 
New  York,  the  most  conscientious  of 
States,  to  back  away  from  this  commit- 
ment. New  York  must  do  so  because  the 
Federal  Government,  under  this  legisla- 
tion, is  reneging  on  the  bargain  it  made 
when  the  law  was  originally  passed.  Iron- 
ically, the  wording  of  this  provision  pe- 
ptizes most  severely  those  persons  who 
are  trying  hardest  to  support  themselves 
but  remain  on  the  margin  of  the  sub- 
sistence point  in  their  incomes.  I  con- 
sider this  provision  reprehensible,  both 
in  practice  and  principle. 

I  would  like  to  add  further  that  I  dis- 
approve of  the  provision  that  will  force 


some  mothers  to  accept  job  training  in 
return  for  welfare  assistance  for  their 
children.  On  the  face  of  it,  I  approve  of 
a  provision  to  make  constructive  workers 
out  of  welfare  recipients.  But  a  moment's 
reflection  reveals  that  this  provision  can 
force  mothers  to  leave  their  children — 
often  at  the  cost  of  furnishing  a  baby- 
sitter or  leaving  them  inadequately 
tended — to  take  their  training.  This  pro- 
vision is  unrealistic.  Of  course,  job  train- 
ing is  important.  But  I  object  to  any  plan 
which  will  drag  mothers  away  from  their 
children,  when  they  are  the  only  ones 
who  should  be  caring  for  them.  I  protest 
a  bill  which  will  break  up  the  mother- 
child  relationship  the  way  this  one  does. 

I  will  vote  to  support  the  bill,  because 
I  continue  to  think  that  the  general  im- 
provements in  social  security  benefits  to 
the  25  million  social  security  recipients 
justify  my  vote.  But,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
the  principle  of  "two  steps  forward — one 
step  backward"  is  a  poor  one  for  legisla- 
tion. I  do  not  think  this  is  one  of  the 
better  days  of  this  great  body. 
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Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  shall  vote 
for  this  conference  report  with  mixed 
feelings.  I  strongly  favor  the  increase  in 
social  security  benefits.  Our  older  citi- 
zens desperately  need  the  additional 
money  this  bill  makes  available  to  make 
ends  meet  in  this  time  of  rising  prices. 
Inflation  lays  its  cruel  weight  most 
heavily  upon  those  who  must  live  on 
fixed  incomes,  the  pensioners  who  have 
only  their  retirement  income  to  depend 
upon  to  sustain  themselves.  I  have  always 
voted  for  increases  in  benefits,  for  I  be- 
lieve social  security  benefits  must  be 
maintained  at  an  adequate  level  to  pro- 
vide a  decent  standard  of  living  for  the 
millions  of  people  who  must  depend  upon 
it  during  their  later  years.  The  amount 
recommended  in  this  bill  is  only  a  mini- 
mum amount  at  best.  I  would  have  pre- 
ferred to  accept  the  amount  recom- 
mended in  the  Senate  bill. 

I  wish  that  a  separate  vote  were  possi- 
ble on  the  new  restrictions  in  the  bill, 
but  here  as  was  the  case  when  the  bill 
first  came  to  the  floor,  Members  must 
vote  "yea"  or  "nay"  on  the  whole  bill. 
No    amendments    are    possible.  The 


"freeze"  on  funds  accepted  in  the  con- 
ference report  represents  a  very  harsh 
measure  to  achieve  economy.  It  is  beyond 
the  control  of  the  States  to  reduce  the 
number  of  broken  families  or  the  num- 
ber of  dependent  children.  The  number 
of  these  homes  has  been  on  the  increase 
for  several  years,  yet,  despite  this  fact, 
it  is  now  proposed  to  limit  the  number 
of  one-parent  children  on  AFDC  to  their 
proportion  of  a  State's  child  population 
on  January  1,  1968. 

Such  action  surely  will  create  havoc 
in  poverty  stricken  areas.  What  will  hap- 
pen when  applications  are  made?  What 
will  happen  to  the  newborn  child?  Is  he 
to  be  disqualified  because  of  his  birth? 
What  will  happen  to  newcomers  who  en- 
ter a  State  during  the  year.  Do  they 
qualify?  Must  sudden  increases  in  popu- 
lation wait  for  the  next  years  formula 
date  before  equitable  adjustments  are 
made?  Where  will  States  get  funds  in 
the  meantime  to  care  for  these  people? 

The  answers  are  that  the  burdens  will 
be  shifted  to  the  States.  Yet  it  was  be- 
cause the  States  were  unable  to  meet  the 
earlier  burdens  of  assisting  these  chil- 
dren that  the  Federal  Government  of- 
fered its  help.  Now  the  States  and  local- 
ities who  can  least  afford  it  will  be  asked 
to  bear  these  burdens.  States  with  well- 
developed  programs  will  be  penalized 
for  their  efforts.  The  poorer  States  will 
be  forced  to  reduce  their  payments  and 
develop  more  restrictive  attitudes  toward 
applicants. 

Equally  onerous  are  those  provisions 
which  would  force  a  mother  to  leave  her 
children  and  to  participate  in  commu- 
nity work  or  training.  As  if  their  plight 
and  hopelessness  were  not  sufficient,  the 
tenuous  base  necessary  to  their  survival 
may  be  withdrawn  should  mothers  fail 
to  meet  the  standards  of  the  strong,  the 
healthy,  and  the  educated.  Many 
mothers  so  situated  want  to  work  if  they 
can,  and  many  do.  But  many  cannot,  and 
in  most  cases  it  is  not  because  they  are 
lazy  or  unwilling. 

They  are  untrained  and  unskilled. 
They  must  take  care  of  their  children. 
I  favor  work  training  programs  which 
will  offer  them  the  opportunity  to  be  self- 
supporting,  which  most  of  them  want, 
but  they  should  be  voluntary,  not  com- 
pulsory. Requiring  them  to  participate 
in  training  or  work  programs,  as  this  bill 
does  no  matter  how  worthy  the  pur- 
poses— can  only  spark  their  anger  and 
resentment.  It  is  no  way  to  nurture  self- 
respect.  The  costs  of  welfare  will  not  be 
reduced  since  the  expense  of  institutional 
care  for  the  children  may  very  well  ex- 
ceed the  costs  of  present  welfare  pay- 
ments. 

Nor  will  the  withdrawal  of  assistance 
to  those  children  whose  mothers  refuse 
to  participate  reduce  costs  for  the  com- 
munity. It  only  means  that  someone  else 
must  accept  responsibility  and  pay  the 
bill  if  these  children  are  not  to  go  hun- 
gry. 

Using  the  language  of  "rehabilitation" 
and  "training,"  this  legislation  may  very 
well  be  sacrificing  the  best  interests  of 
the  mother,  the  child,  and  the  commu- 
nity. I  hope  the  effects  of  the  experiment 
will  not  be  as  disastrous  as  many  pre- 
dict. 


i 
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As  I  pointed  out  last  August,  I  have  al- 
ways been  a  strong  supporter  of  the  ex- 
tension and  improvement  of  our  social 
security  program  in  order  to  provide  fi- 
nancial security  and  medical  care  for 
our  older  citizens. 

I  voted  for  the  conference  report  on 
the  social  security  amendments  because 
I  feel  an  increase  in  benefits  is  essential 
and  long  overdue.  I  regret  the  increase 
was  not  larger,  particularly  for  those  re- 
ceiving the  smallest  payments,  since  it 
is  obvious  no  one  can  live  on  $55  a  month. 
However,  I  do  believe  this  legislation  will 
provide  a  chance  for  many  of  our  senior 
citizens  to  more  than  catch  up  with  in- 
creases in  the  cost-of-living  which  have 
taken  place  since  the  last  social  security 
increase  in  1965  and  I  will  continue  to 
work  for  further  liberalization  of  our  so- 
cial security  system  in  the  future. 

I  am  greatly  disturbed  that  the  restric- 
tive welfare  provisions  approved  by  the 
House  last  summer  have  been  only 
slightly  modified  by  the  conference  com- 
mittee. I  was  quite  disappointed  that  the 
conferees  recommended  a  freeze  on  the 
proportion  of  children  in  each  State  who 
could  qualify  for  federally  supported  aid- 
to-dependent  children  payments.  This 
and  the  section  encouraging  State  and 
local  welfare  agencies  to  pressure  moth- 
ers of  dependent  children  to  leave  home 
and  to  go  work  are  really  antiwelfare 
provisions. 

Although  these  provisions  constitute 
a  misguided  effort  to  reduce  illegitimacy 
and  cut  welfare  costs,  their  real  effect 
will  be  to  penalize  innocent  children  and 
contribute  to  a  further  breadown  in  the 
family  life  of  those  on  welfare. 

Unfortunately,  this  conference  report 
came  before  the  House  and  Senate  so 
late  in  this  session  of  Congress  that  it  is 
impossible  to  seek  a  change  in  the  anti? 
welfare  provision  without  jeopardizing 
the  social  security  benefits  increase  and, 
consequently,  I  felt  it  necessary  to  sup- 
port this  measure. 


Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967 — 
Conference  Report 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 
or 

HON.  ROBERT  W.  KASTENMEIER 

OF  WISCONSIN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  December  15,  1967 

Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
comment  on  the  conference  report  on  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967, 
HJt.  12080. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF 
1967— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
speak  briefly  with  respect  to  the  confer- 
ence report  on  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
much  time  does  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield  myself  2 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Indiana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  un- 
doubtedly, this  conference  report  is  ab- 
solutely unsatisfactory  as  far  as  a 
majority  of  the  people  are  concerned,  al- 
though it  is  true  there  are  some  increases 
in  social  security  benefits. 

This  bill  basically  is  in  two  sections, 
one  section  dealing  with  social  security 
benefits,  and  the  other  section  dealing 
with  welfare  provisions. 

If  one  examines  the  conference  report 
it  will  be  found  that  in  each  case,  instead 
of  extending  the  benefits,  it  has  imposed 
severe  restrictions  for  most  of  the  un- 
fortunate people  in  America. 

Here  we  are  trying  to  alleviate  some 
of  the  difficulties  of  those  who  are  less 
fortunate  in  this  world,  but  the  net 
effect  of  this  conference  report  is  to  put 
into  law  items  which  have  been  rejected 
since  1930,  creating  a  situation  in  the 
field  of  welfare  where  no  longer  are  we 
helping  those  people  who  are  unable  to 
take  care  of  themselves  in  an  effort  to 
eliminate  the  poor. 

There  are  some  increases  in  benefits 
but  even  in  those  instances  the  language 
is  so  worded  and  restrictive  that  the  net 
effect  is  to  increase  benefits  on  social 
security,  but  taking  them  with  the  other 
hand  out  of  welfare  benefits.  The  bene- 
fits to  those  people  are  none  whatsoever. 
The  only  thing  the  bill  will  do  will  be  to 
make  it  necessary  to  increase  real  estate 
taxes  in  practically  every  State  in  the 
Union,  and  that  is  nothing  to  recom- 
mend it  for  passage. 

We  are  trying  to  alert  the  Nation  to  the 
fact  that  this  bill  is  absolutely  one  which 
should  not  at  this  moment  be  passed. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  2  minutes? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Montana  for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  it  is  very 
difficult  to  discuss  the  results  of  the  con- 
ference today  because  all  we  have  before 
us  is  a  conference  committee  print  en- 
titled "Brief  Description  of  Senate 
Amendments."  This  print  was  used  by 
the  conferees  as  a  guide  to  assist  them 
in  their  deliberations.  Some  of  the  de- 
scription of  the  Senate  amendments  is 
completely  misleading  and  some  of  it  is 
absolutely  untruthful.  This  morning  a 
briefing  was  given  to  some  of  the  staff 
people  explaining  some  of  the  action 
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taken  by  the  conferees  on  the  Senate 
amendments. 

The  bill  provides  for  a  13-percent  In- 
crease in  social  security  benefits  with  a 
minimum  primary  insurance  amount  of 
$55.  This  is  just  one  section  of  the  bill 
that  is  completely  unsatisfactory. 

As  far  as  that  section  is  concerned,  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  wanted  to  make 
that  amount  $100  and  permit  it  to  in- 
crease substantially  more.  We  voted  on 
20  percent  and  then  Yll/z  percent  in 
committee.  Finally,  we  came  down  to  ap- 
proval of  a  15 -percent  increase  and  a 
minimum  of  $70.  That  is  the  administra- 
tion position. 

If  one  goes  through  this  bill  he  will 
find,  as  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
pointed  out,  there  are  some  minor  in- 
creases, such  as  that,  but  many  are  a 
complete  loss.  For  instance,  there  is  the 
public  assistance  pass-along.  The  Senate 
committee  amendment  would  have  re- 
quired the  States,  effective  July  1,  1968, 
to  adjust  standards  of  need  and  maxi- 
mum payment  provisions  to  guarantee 
that  recipients  of  old-age  assistance,  aid 
to  the  blind,  and  aid  tq  the  disabled 
would  receive,  on  the  average,  an  in- 
crease in  total  income  equal  to  $7.50  a 
month.  In  1965,  we  passed  a  similar  pro- 
vision, but  the  amount  was  $5  a  month, 
and  it  was  permissive  rather  than  man- 
datory upon  the  States  to  apply  that 
provision.  The  conferees  have  not  only 
changed  this  year's  Senate  version,  mak- 
ing the  $7.50  increase  in  total  income  dis- 
cretionary with  the  States,  but  have  also 
said  that  as  much  of  the  1965  increase  of 
$5  as  is  presently  in  effect  in  the  States 
must  be  subtracted  from  the  $7.50  in- 
crease this  year.  The  net  effect  of  this  is 
that  the  conferees  are  making  an  addi- 
tional $2.50  available  to  recipients  this 
year.  There  are  numerous  amendments 
such  as  that. 

As  the  Senator  from  Indiana  pointed 
out,  we  are  returning  to  a  philosophy 
that  was  abandoned  in  the  thirties.  We 
are  returning  to  a  philosophy  we  have 
repudiated  for  more  than  30  years  in  the 
welfare  program. 

This  is  simply  a  notice  that  when  we 
get  the  language  of  the  amendments  and 
analyze  the  conference  report,  we  are 
going  to  go  through  and  discuss  this 
matter  in  greater  detail.  However,  based 
on  what  little  has  been  made  available  to 
us  now,  it  is  already  clear  that  this  is  a 
most  unsatisfactory  solution  to  our  wel- 
fare and  social  security  problems,  and  it 
is  a  mere  pittance  that  has  been  offered, 
and  there  is  no  adequate  reason  for  us  to 
adopt  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield  two  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  like  the 
preceding  two  speakers,  I  serve  as  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Finance, 
which  reported  out  what  I  thought,  on 
the  whole,  was  a  landmark  bill  in  the 
change  of  philosophy  from  the  hopeless- 
ness of  poverty  to  widened  opportunity 
for  self-sufficiency. 

However,  I  am  very  disturbed  and  de- 
pressed by  the  result  of  the  conference 
between  the  House  and  the  Senate  on 
this  bill.  My  depression  is  caused  partic- 
ularly by  the  actions  of  the  conferees  in 


receding  from  the  Senate  amendments, 
both  those  adopted  in  committee  and 
those  agreed  to  on  the  floor,  having  to 
do  with  welfare. 

I  have  studied  the  results  of  the  con- 
ference action,  and  I  will  have  more  to 
say  on  this  in  greater  detail  during  the 
coming  week.  Suffice  it  to  say  now  that 
primarily  what  the  conference  has  done 
has  been  to  eliminate  or  reduce  the 
added  incentives  and  opportunities  for 
work  and  training  which  the  Senate  pro- 
vided and  yet  retain  all  of  the  harsh, 
compulsory  features  which  the  House 
bill  provided.  I  think  the  harsh  effects  of 
this  bill  outweigh  its  good  effects. 

I  think  the  Senate  should  seriously 
consider  putting  off  this  bill,  if  we  cannot 
get  the  House  to  agree  to  an  additional 
conference  at  this  session,  until  imme- 
diately after  the  first  of  the  year.  We  can 
still,  with  rapid  action  after  the  first  of 
the  year,  enact  a  bill  in  time  to  pay  the 
increased  social  security  benefits  which 
are  provided  in  the  bill  within  the  effec- 
tive dates  provided  by  the  bill. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota. 

Mr.  MONDALE.  Mr.  President,  when 
the  Senate  adopted  the  social  security 
measure  the  other  day,  I  joined  many 
other  Senators  in  the  belief  that  we  were 
heading  toward  a  path  of  enlightenment 
and  understanding,  although  the  bill  was 
not  all  we  wanted  it  to  be.  Yet  Congress 
was  beginning  to  show  greater  under- 
standing for  the  needs  not  only  of  those 
on  social  security  but  also  the  millions 
throughout  the  land  who  are  on  welfare 
and  must  depend  upon  us  for  hope  and 
opportunity. 

The  conference  report,  as  it  comes  back 
from  the  conference  committee,  is  al- 
most entirely  the  House  bill.  It  is  shorn 
of  virtually  every  improved  amendment 
which  was  added  by  the  Senate.  I  think 
it  is  one  of  the  most  backward,  repress- 
sive,  medieval  pieces  of  legislation  we 
have  seen  in  a  long  time.  About  the  only 
thing  it  overlooks  is  revival  of  debtors' 
prisons. 

As  much  as  I  think  we  must  immedi- 
ately improve  benefits  to  socal  security 
recipients,  I  think  even  there,  the  com- 
promise in  social  security  benefits  was 
unfortunate.  If  the  issue  here  were  a 
question  of  Senate  prestige,  I  would  favor 
acceding.  But,  this  is  a  very  bad  piece  of 
legislation.  It  is  bad  news  for  social  se- 
curity recipients.  It  is  bad  news  for  those 
who  believe  in  the  hope  and  opportunity 
for  the  poor  and  the  dispossessed  of  this 
country.  It  is  bad  news  for  the  local  com- 
munities throughout  the  country  which, 
if  they  are  committed  enough  to  a  sense 
of  humanity,  will  have  to  increase  their 
local  real  estate  tax  burden  substanti- 
ally. 

And  it  is  disastrous  to  the  core  cities 
throughout  this  country,  already  over- 
burdened and  overwhelmed  by  the 
enormous  problems  exploding  in  their 
faces  every  day. 

Mr.  President,  as  much  as  I  hate  to 
say  so,  I  think  the  only  responsible  thing 
for  the  Senate  to  do  is  to  reject  the  con- 
ference report. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  now  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Kennedy]. 


Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  join  my  colleagues  in  expressing 
the  gravest  reservations  about  the  con- 
ference report  on  the  social  security 
bill.  It  seems  to  me,  in  studying  the  re- 
port, that  no  bill  at  all  would  be  prefer- 
able to  this  legislation. 

The  social  security  benefits  will  be  a 
sham  for  thousands  of  Americans  because 
the  increase  will  simply  result  in  a  cor- 
responding reduction  in  their  old-age 
payments.  And,  because  the  benefits  are 
cut  $2.2  billion  from  the  level  in  the  Sen- 
ate bill  without  any  decrease  in  payroll 
taxes,  the  bill  has  been  turned  into  a 
back-door  tax  measure  which  will  burden 
millions  of  American  wage  earners  with- 
out providing  benefits  to  their  elderly 
fellow  citizens  in  return. 

The  welfare  provisions  of  the  bill  con- 
stitute a  long  step  backward.  Within  the 
total  discretion  of  the  State  welfare  agen- 
cy, mothers  with  preschool  children  and 
children  in  school  can  be  forced  to  work 
if  the  State  decides  that  despite  these 
children,  it  would  be  more  appropriate 
for  the  mother  to  work.  If  that  is  not  a 
step  backward  to  the  19th,  18th,  and 
17th  centuries,  I  do  not  know  what  is. 
More  families  than  ever  will  be  torn 
apart  by  these  welfare  provisions.  Young 
fathers  who  have  never  been  able  to  find 
work  for  any  period  of  time  will  be 
denied  welfare  for  their  families  even  in 
States  that  have  the  program  for  children 
of  unemployed  fathers.  More  fathers 
than  ever  may  leave  home  in  order  that 
their  families  may  obtain  welfare  aid. 

And-worst  of  all,  the  bill  freezes  the 
amount  of  Federal  aid  for  children  on 
welfare.  The  philosophy  of  this  bill  seems 
to  be  to  punish  people  because  they  are 
poor.  This  bill  seems  to  say  to  the  poor 
person  that  we  in  the  Government  simply 
do  not  care  what  happens  to  him  if  he  is 
unable  to  support  himself.  The  philos- 
ophy of  the  bill  is  to  say  to  a  child  who 
enters  the  world  as  the  offspring  of  poor 
parents  and  happens  to  be  excluded  by 
the  freeze  that  we  do  not  care  what  hap- 
pens to  him,  that  he  can  starve  insofar 
as  the  U.S.  Government  or  Congress  is 
concerned — that  we  will  treat  him  as 
though  he  does  not  exist. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  one  of  the  most 
regressive  pieces  of  legislation  ever  to 
emerge  from  a  House-Senate  conference. 
It  is  a  disgrace  to  all  Americans,  and  an 
affront  to  the  elderly  and  the  poor.  I  urge 
that  the  conference  report  be  rejected 
when  it  comes  before  the  Senate  next 
week,  and  I  urge  all  States  to  examine 
the  bill  most  carefully  to  see  what  the 
implications  are  for  them  and  for  the 
people  of  the  country. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  now  expired. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  an  additional  10 
minutes  to  discuss  this  matter. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Thur- 
mond] has  the  floor.  Will  he  agree  to 
that? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I  dis- 
cussed this  with  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa [Mr.  Harris]  at  some  length  and 
we  agreed  on  12  minutes.  We  have  been 
in  session  all  day  working  on  the  educa- 
tion bill,  and  we  want  to  get  back  to  it. 
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Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  shall  not 
press  my  request.  I  shall  discuss  this 
shocking,  antidecency  bill  on  my  own 
time.  We  might  as  well  forget  about  edu- 
cation if  we  are  going  to  pass  this  kind 
of  Social  Security  bill.  However,  I  shall 
discuss  it  later  on  my  own  time. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
glad  to  agree  to  additional  time.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  .8  additional 
minutes  may  be  allowed  the  Senator  from 
Oregon.  However,  I  believe  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Harris]  was 
keeping  the  time  and  that  sufficient  time 
would  be  permitted  to  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy]  to  be  in- 
cluded in  the  previous  12  minutes.  The 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  came  to  me 
about  getting  some  time.  I  am  glad  to 
yield  8  additional  minutes,  if  that  is  so 
desired.  That  will  make  20  minutes 
altogether. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  South  Carolina 
has  been  extremely  generous.  In  fact,  he 
has  been  overly  generous  with  his  time. 
That  would  certainly  be  agreeable  to  me. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  There  is  no  question 
about  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  shall  need  only  2  min- 
utes now.  I  can  use  the  rest  of  my  time 
to  talk  about  education  later  on  this 
afternoon. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  it  to  be  thoroughly  understood 
that  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kennedy]  will  get  some  of  that 
time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  for  8  additional 
minutes?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  say  that  the 
flag  of  the  Great  Society  has  just  been 
lowered  to  half-mast.  The  Great  Society 
program  is  on  its  death  bed  now,  where 
it  has  been  during  most  of  this  session 
of  Congress.  I  would  say  it  will  not  even 
meet  a  natural  death  because  it  is  being 
murdered  by  legislation  such  as  this. 

I  associate  myself  with  every  word  the 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy] 
has  said  when  he  talked  about  what  we 
will  be  doing  to  the  mothers  under  the 
conference  report.  In  many  parts  of  the 
country  where  the  pre-New  Deal  philos- 
ophy still  prevails,  the  sins  of  the  mothers 
will  be  visited,  apparently  upon  the 
children. 

We  could  have  a  reactionary  regime 
in  a  local  community  which  would  of- 
fer these  mothers  25  cents  an  hour  to 
clean  out  public  toilets  and  if  they  were 
not  willing  to  do  that  then  they  would  be 
denied  any  welfare  funds. 

Look  at  what  we  are  doing  to  the  aged, 
by  denying  them  the  benefits  they  should 
have. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Kennedy] and  I  have  pending  before  the 
Senate  our  bill  in  which  we  recognize  the 
time  is  long  past  due  when  the  mini- 
mum payment  for  social  security  should 
be  $100  per  month  for  our  old  people. 


Mr.  President,  the  conference  report  is 
a  disgrace.  If  we  are  going  to  murder  the 
Great  Society  program,  we  should  do  it 
painlessly  and  not  have  our  old  people 
and  dependent  children  suffering  the 
pain  of  the  killing. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  make  just  one  more  brief  statement. 
I  hope  the  administration  will  look  over 
the  conference  report  carefully.  I  hope 
they  will  come  forward  with  suggestions 
as  to  how  to  rectify  some  of  the  difficul- 
ties and  suggest  that  the  original  bill 
which  they  recommended  to  Congress  be 
given  at  least  a  token  effort. 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time 
and  thank  the  Senator  from  South  Caro- 
lina for  being  so  gracious  

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  me  half  a  minute  before 
he  yields  back  the  time? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  METCALF.  I,  too,  am  grateful  to 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  a  13-percent 
increase  in  the  conference  bill.  The  Sen- 
ate provision  called  for  15  percent.  The 
House  had  called  for  12  V2  percent.  So  it 
was  made  13  percent.  An  increase  was 
made  in  the  minimum  payments  up  to 
$55.  Those  increases,  too,  are  inadequate. 
The  amount  is  only  a  pittance  in  com- 
parison with  what  really  should  be  done 
for  these  people. 

In  addition  to  that,  as  has  been  repeat- 
edly pointed  out,  the  philosophy  of  the 
bill  is  a  return  to  pre-New  Deal  days — in 
fact,  it  is  a  return  to  pre -Revolutionary 
days. 

I  hope  everyone  who  is  interested  in 
and  concerned  over  the  welfare  of  the 
boys  and  girls  and  mothers  of  America 
will  think  about  what  has  happened  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  New  York.  Everyone  interested 
in  the  welfare  of  the  poor  people  of 
of  America  should  analyze  these  amend- 
ments. 

As  I  have  stated  previously,  the  action 
taken  by  the  conferees  on  the  Senate 
amendments  was  summarized  for  some 
of  our  staff  at  a  meeting  today.  None  of 
us,  as  yet,  have  seen  the  actual  language 
of  the  conference  report.  When  I  have 
seen  the  language  of  the  report,  I  hope 
to  be  able  to  make  a  more  thorough 
analysis.  I  served  notice  that,  as  soon  as 
I  am  able  to  analyze  the  language  of  the 
conference  sections,  I  am  going  to  point 
out  how  detrimental,  unfair,  unjust,  and 
inequitable  a  piece  of  legislation  it  is. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Under 
the  legislation,  a  mother  of  a  child  of  6 
months,  1  year,  2  years,  3  years,  or  4 
years  can  be  made  to  leave  the  home  and 
work  somewhere,  in  some  area,  for  per- 
haps 25  or  30  cents  an  hour,  going  into 
a  courthouse  and  cleaning  the  latrine 
there,  or  doing  any  kind  of  labor. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Or  sweeping  garbage 
on  the  street;  and  only  if  the  child  is  ill 
or  incapacitated  will  the  mother  be  per- 
mitted to  stay  home. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  The  ones 
who  will  suffer  the  most  under  this  legis- 
lation will  be  the  mothers  and  the  chil- 
dren. 


Mr.  MONDALE.  Mr.  President,  with 
reference  to  the  most  important  Harris 
amendment,  which  related  to  added  in- 
centive payments  under  the  work  and 
training  program,  was  that  amendment 
retained  in  the  conference  report? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  No. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  No. 

Mr.  MONDALE.  So  there  are  many 
States  in  which  the  mothers  and  fathers 
will  be  required  to  stay  apart,  and  the 
father  will  have  to  sneak  in  at  night  and 
be  dishonest,  if  his  children  are  to  have 
clothing  and  food. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  If  the 
father  stays  at  home  and  his  children 
are  legitimate,  there  are  not  going  to  be 
any  payments  under  this  bill  in  28  States, 
and  the  chance  that  he  can  get  help  in 
the  other  22  States  is  severely  restricted 
by  this  bill. 
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Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  it  is  no 
accident  that  I  rise  to  talk  today  on  the 
subject  of  the  social  security  bill  immedi- 
ately after  the  passage  of  one  of  the 
most  important  educational  bills  that 
has  ever  been  passed  by  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon,  who  has 
furnished  leadership  in  education,  has 
brought  to  us  a  bill  that  is  truly  land- 
mark legislation.  But  the  education  bill 
that  we  passed  today  will  be  of  little  avail 
if  we  adopt  the  philosophy  incorporated 
in  the  social  security  conference  report. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  point,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  an  editorial  which  appeared  in 
the  New  York  Times  on  December  9. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Social  Insecurity  Bill 

The  conference  version  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity bill  is  a  harsh  assault  on  the  welfare 
of  tens  of  thousands  of  the  country's  poor- 
est families.  It  also  represents  a  callous  re- 
treat by  the  Federal  Government  from  its 
responsibility  for  taking  over  from  the  hard- 
pressed  cities  and  states  a  fuller  share  of  the 
relief  burden. 

The  excellent  measure  passed  by  the  Senate 
has  been  hacked  into  a  regressive  carbon 
copy  of  the  worst  of  the  bill  as  dictated  by 
Chairman  Wilbur  Mills  of  the  House  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  and  steamrollered 
through  the  House  without  change.  Its  only 
really,  forward-looking  provisions  are  its  ex- 
panded authorizations  for  child  health, 
family  planning  and  day  care,  and  even  these 
have  been  scaled  down. 

Typical  of  the  bill's  niggardly  spirit  is  the 
floor  of  $55  fixed  for  monthly  Social  Secu- 
rity benefits,  as  against  the  $70  minimum 
recommended  by  the  Senate.  How  any  Ameri- 
can is  expected  to  live  on  $55  a  month  in 
this  inflationary  period,  the  conference  re- 
port did  not  explain.  The  15  per  cent  general 
increase  in  benefits  the  Senate  had  voted 
was  chopped  back  to  13  per  cent. 

The  pulic  welfare  provisions  are  calculated 
to  strip  those  on  the  relief  rolls  of  what 
dignity  has  been  left  to  them  by  existing 
red-tape  and  investigatory  procedures.  The 
House  won  in  its  demand  for  a  freeze  on 
the  raito  of  children  from  fatherless  homes 
who  could  qaulify  for  welfare — a  provision 
that  faces  the  states  with  the  option  of 
sterilizing  mothers  or  letting  children  strave. 
A  dozen  other  provisions  embody  similarly 
degarding  rules. 

Even  the  sections  intended  to  encourage 
relief  recipients  to  find  jobs  are  made  so 
barren  as  to  be  self-defeating.  Thus,  a  Senate 
provision  permitting  those  on  welfare  to  keep 
th*  first  $50  a  month  of  outside  earnings 
and  half  of  everything  over  that  has  been  cut 
to  $30  and  30  per  cent,  a  ratio  so  low  it  pro- 
vides almost  no  incentive.  A  job-training 
allowance  is  cut  from  $20  a  week  to  $30  a 
month. 

On  Medicaid  the  new  reimbursement 
standards  will  vastaly  complicate  the  prob- 
lems of  states  that  are  already  finding  it  al- 
most impossible  to  keep  up  with  the  cost  of 
health  services  to  the  medically  indigent. 
Everything  about  the  bill  moves  away  from 
a  recognition  that  welfare  is  a  national  prob- 
lem in  which  the  primary  financial  respon- 
sibility must  rest  with  Washington. 


The  only  hope  now  left  for  anything  re- 
motely approaching  an  adequate  measure 
iies  in  the  announcement  yesterday  by  a 
half-dozen  Senators  that  they  would  fight 
the  conference  report.  They  deserve  Admin- 
istration support  in  opposing  a  bill  that 
Senator  Robert  P.  Kennedy  rightly  called 
"a  disgrace  to  all  Americans." 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  have  been  in  Con- 
gress for  15  years.  As  a  Member  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  I  introduced 
legislation  for  education.  If  some  of  that 
legislation  had  passed  in  those  "  days, 
some  of  the  social  security  problems  we 
have  today  would  not  be  before  us.  How- 
ever, if  we  adopt  the  philosophy  that  is 
inherent  in  the  social  security  conference 
report  that  will  be  before  us  on  Wednes- 
day or  Thursday  of  this  week,  it  will 
make  no  difference  what  kind  of  educa- 
tion bills  we  pass,  and  it  will  make  no  dif- 
ference what  we  do  in  various  aspects  of 
our  domestic  legislation,  because  we  will 
have  taken  a  step  backward  into  another 
century. 

Mr.  President,  as  the  present  Presiding 
Officer  knows,  and  as  my  colleagues  know 
who  have  served  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives and  here,  there  are  two  areas 
in  which  the  Senate  occupies  a  different 
position  than  in  most  areas. 

One  is  the  area  in  which  the  Constitu- 
tion provides  that  revenue  bills  must 
originate  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. 

The  other  is  the  area  of  appropriations 
where,  by  long  tradition  and  custom,  we 
have  said  that  the  principal  hearings  will 
be  held  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

In  those  two  areas,  the  Senate  has  a 
duty  of  appeal.  I  am  told  that  downtown 
and  over  in  the  House  Appropriations 
Committee  the  word  is  reclama,  a  word 
used  to  distinguish  the  duties  we  have 
in  the  Senate  in  the  carrying  on  and  dis- 
cussing of  general  legislation  which  can 
be  introduced  either  in  the  Senate  or 
House,  and  the  special  type  of  appeal  pro- 
cedures. So,  we  do  not  go  into  all  the 
basic  propositions  of  legislation  on  ap- 
propriation bills  or  on  revenue  bills  be- 
cause of  the  special  situation  in  which 
the  Constitution  says  that  revenue  bills 
have  to  originate  over  in  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

So;  the  social  security  bill  which  orig- 
inated in  the  House  of  Representatives 
came  over  to  us,  and  our  function  here 
was  to  look  at  the  bill  and  discuss  the 
bill  and  hold  hearings  on  it  as  an  appeal 
procedure.  Reclama  is  the  word  they  use. 

Everybody  recognizes  that  a  very  bad 
bill  came  over  from  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, a  bill  that  was  bad  in  con- 
cept, a  bill  that  destroyed  our  whole 
philosophy  of  welfare,  a  bill  that  the  ap- 
,peal  procedure  of  the  Senate  should 
operate  upon. 

So,  we  held  hearings.  We  had  about 
2,000  pages  of  hearings.  We  held  hear- 
ings day  after  day,  and  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee  did  exactly 
the  job  that  the  Senate  is  supposed  to  do. 
He  called  people  in  to  testify  about  the 
House  bill,  and  they  did  testify  about 
most  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill. 

Largely,  the  amendments  that  were 
offered  were  offered  as  a  result  of  those 
hearings  on  the  special  bill  that  origi- 
nated in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

We  met  for  many  days  in  executive 
session  in  the  committee,  and  amend- 


ments were  offered.  Some  of  those 
amendments  were  adopted  unanimously. 
Other  amendments  were  voted  upon  on 
a  party  basis.  Dozens  of  committee 
amendments,  however,  were  adopted. 

We  then  came  to  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  and  discussed  the  social  security 
legislation  and  the  bill  that  the  Senate 
had  reported.  Other  amendments  were 
adopted. 

In  a  couple  of  days  of  conference, 
those  hearing  sessions,  those  thousands 
of  pages  of  transcript,  those  debates  in 
the  committee,  and  the  debates  on  the 
Senate  floor,  and  the  rollcall  votes  where 
we  had  adopted  amendments  by  2  to  1 
and  3  to  1  were  appealed.  And  the  Sen- 
ate abdicated  and  we  went  right  back  to 
the  House  bill,  the  bad  bill  that  came 
over.  We  went  right  back  to  the  bill 
that  the  appeal  procedure  had  operated 
on. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point,  a  telegram  which  I 
received  today  from  Walter  P.  Reuther, 
president  of  the  Industrial  Union  De- 
partment of  the  AFL-CIO. 

There  being  no  objection  the  telegram 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Industrial    Union  Department, 
AFL-CIO, 

December  11, 1967. 

The  conference  report  on  the  Social  Se- 
curity Bill  is  repugnant  to  human  needs  and 
dignity.  Social  security  benefit  levels  are 
totally  inadequate,  and  the  work-training 
requirements  imposed  on  mothers  by  the 
conference  report  are  unconscionable. 

The  welfare  benefit  freeze  will  impose 
heavy  tax  burdens  on  local  communities  and 
adjustments  in  old  age  assistance  and  wel- 
fare standards  may  deprive  the  poorest  of 
our  retired  citizens  of  any  income  increases 
at  all. 

On  behalf  of  more  than  six  million  mem- 
bers of  the  Industrial  Union  Department, 
AFL-CIO,  I  urge  you  to  vote  against  the 
social  security  conference  report  and  sub- 
sequently to  instruct  conferees  to  insist  on 
the  provisions  of  the  Senate  bill. 

Walter  P.  Reuther, 

President. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  won- 
der whether  the  Senate  is  going  to  be  a 
coequal  legislative  body  or  whether  we 
are  going  to  relegate  ourselves  to  the 
position  of  the  House  of  Lords,  so  that 
we  register  our  objections  and  we  tell 
the  House  of  Representatives  that  we  do 
not  agree  with  the  measures  they  send 
to  the  Senate,  but  when  we  go  to  con- 
ference, we  go  back  to  the  same  meas- 
ures. 

After  weeks  of  hearings,  weeks  of  de- 
bate, weeks  of  discussion,  we  are  asked 
to  adopt  this  bad,  evil  House  bill. 

When  the  President  of  the  United 
States  sent  up  the  bill,  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  said: 

What  really  matters  is  what  happens  to 
the  families.  A  mother  might  appear  to  be 
a  good  candidate  for  work  and  training  on 
several  grounds.  Yet,  special  circumstances 
might  make  it  desirable  for  her  to  delay  en- 
trance into  the  program.  If  determinations 
are  made  according  to  rigid  formulas  inflex- 
ibly applied,  if  lack  of  imagination  and  fore- 
sight characterize  action  at  the  decision 
level,  then  the  result  can  only  be  grief  for 
the  individuals  and  families  involved,  and 
defeat  of  the  purposes  of  the  program,  which 
are  to  strengthen  the  family  and  move  it 
toward  independence. 
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Mr.  President,  as  an  example  of  what 
has  happened,  I  wish  to  discuss  one  part 
of  the  bill,  in  the  light  of  that  declara- 
tion by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare.  Today,  after  I  had 
been  recognized,  I  had  an  opportunity  to 
look  over  a  statement  that  has  been 
filed  by  the  committee  chairman  on  the 
conference  report.  The  conference  report 
is  not  yet  before  the  Senate,  and  I  have 
only  had  an  opportunity  to  glance 
through  the  statement  that  will  be  pre- 
sented to  the  Senate — a  summary  of  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967.  To- 
morrow or  the  day  after  tomorrow,  I 
hope  to  discuss  the  various  amendments 
in  detail.  But  I  wish  to  discuss  a  couple 
of  the  amendments  today,  to  indicate 
what  happened  in  conference. 

One  of  the  amendments  relates  to  the 
so-called  freeze  on  welfare.  The  House 
bill  provided  that  the  proportion  of  all 
children  under  age  21  who  were  receiving 
aid  to  families  with  dependent  children 
in  each  State  in  January,  1967,  on  the 
basis  of  a  parent  being  absent  from  the 
home,  would  not  be  exceeded  for  Federal 
participation  after  1967.  So  that  regard- 
less of  inflow  and  outflow  of  population, 
Federal  participation  for  dependent  chil- 
dren was  limited  to  the  Federal  payment 
in  1967. 

During  the  course  of  the  debate  on  the 
education  bill,  I  asked  some  questions 
about  the  migration  of  population.  Ac- 
cording to  the  President's  manpower  re- 
port of  1965,  people  who  earn  from  $2,000 
to  $3,000  a  year  migrate  from  State  to 
State  at  the  percentage  of  28  percent. 
People  who  earn  $6,000  and  more  have  a 
migration  average,  from  one  State  to 
another,  of  approximately  13  percent.  So 
it  can  be  seen  that  the  poorer  people 
move  from  one  State  to  another. 

The  amendment  which  freezes  the 
amount  of  money  to  be  paid  to  take  care 
of  dependent  children  on  the  basis  of 
1967  payments  would  operate  against  the 
poorer  people,  who  have  the  lesser  in- 
come. But  it  would  operate  against  all 
who  migrate  from  one  State  to  another. 

When  the  Committee  on  Finance  held 
its  hearings  on  this  provision  of  the  bill, 
overwhelming  evidence  was  submitted 
against  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  list  of  those  persons  who 
gave  testimony  on  the  freeze  before  the 
Finance  Committee  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hol- 
lings  in  the  chair) .  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

The  list  is  as  follows: 

Hearing 

FAVOR  PROVISION  IN  H.R.  12080  page 

Council  of  State  Chambers  of  Com- 
merce   1265 

Puerto  Rico  Medical  Association   1388 

"OUR  FIRST  REACTION  IS  ONE  OF  CONCERN 
WITHOUT  BEING  SURE  AS  TO  WHETHER 
THIS  PROVISION  SHOULD  BE  OPPOSED" 

Department  of  Health  and  Social  Serv- 
ices, State  of  Wisconsin  A262 

OPPOSE  PROVISION  IN  H.R.  12080 

ADC  Association  of  Lane  County,  Inc., 

Oregon   1794 

Administration    211 

AFL-CIO    415 

Alabama  Department  of  Pensions  and 

Security    A7 


Hearing 


oppose  provision  in  h.r.  12080 — con.  page 
Allred,  Zella  D.,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah-.  A15 
American    Association    of  University 

Women,  Michigan  Division  A132 

American  Civil  Liberties  Union   1226 

American  Nurses  Association   951 

American  Parents  Committee   958 

American  Public  Welfare  Association   999 

Arthritis  Foundation,  New  York  Chap- 
ter  A180 

Association  of  State  Maternal  and  Child 
Health  and  Crippled  Children's  Di- 
rectors   A90 

Board  of  Directors,  Health  and  Welfare 

Council  of  Metropolitan  St.  Louis  A251 

Brooke,  Hon.  Edward  W.,  U.S.  Senator.  826 
Burns,   Hon.   John   A.,    Governor  of 

Hawaii  A213 

Burton,  Hon.  Phillip,  Member  of  Con- 
gress   1537 

California  Rural  Legal  Assistance  (if 
retained,  should  be  based  on  num- 
bers of  families  in  poverty)   1926 

Central  Iowa  Chapter,  National  Asso- 
ciation of  Social  Workers   A78 

Chafee,   Hon.  John  H,   Governor  of 

Rhode  Island  A283 

Child  Welfare  League  of  America   1321 

Citizens'  Committee  for  Children  of 

New  York   2019 

Cleveland  Welfare  Federation   A35 

Colorado  State  Department  of  Public 

Welfare   A44 

Community  Council  of  Greater  New 

York   .   1617 

Community  Service  Society  of  New 
York    1517 


Congressmen  Bingham,  Cohelan,  Don 
Edwards,  Fraser,  Ottinger,  Rosen- 
thal, Ryan,  Diggs,  George  Brown, 
Conyers,  Farbstein,  Hawkins,  Kas- 
tenmeier,  Resnick,  Roybal,  Dow, 
Scheuer,  and  Congresswoman  Mink.  A199 

Council  for  Christian  Social  Action, 
United  Church  of  Christ  

Council  of  Jewish  Federations  and 
Welfare  Funds,  Federation  of  Jewish 


Philanthropies  of  New  York   1611 

Curtis,  Hon.  Kenneth  M.,  Governor  of 

Maine   A175 

Delaware  Department  of  Public  Wel- 
fare   A68 

Docking,    Hon.   Robert,    Governor  of 

Kansas   Alll 

Elman,  Richard  M.,  author,  "The  Poor- 
house  State.  The  American  Way  of 
Life  on  Public  Assistance"  A244 

Episcopal  Action  Group  on  Poverty   1733 

Evans,   Hon.  Daniel  J.,   Governor  of 

Washington  A220 

Family  and  Child  Services  of  Washing- 
ton, D.C  

Family  Service  Association  of  Wyoming 

Valley   A105 

Federation  of  Protestant  Welfare  Agen- 
cies   A38 

Flint,  Mich.,  Chapter  of  National  As- 
sociation of  Social  Work  

Governor's  Committee  on  Law  Enforce- 
ment and  Administration  of  Justice 
Subcommittee  on  Juvenile  Delin- 
quency, State  of  Massachusetts  A170 

Green,  William  S.,  member,  New  York 

State  Assembly   1307 

Hawaii,  State  of  A123 

Health  and  Welfare  Council  of  Nassau 

County,  Inc.,  Garden  City,  N.Y  A258 

Health  and  Welfare  Council  of  the  Na- 
tional Capital  Area   1487 

Hearnes,  Hon.  Warren  E.,  Governor  of 

Missouri  ^   A86 

Hillcrest  Children's  Services,  Dubuque, 

Iowa   A223 

Hoff,  Hon.  Philip  H,  Governor  of  Ver- 
mont  A107 

Hughes,  Hon.  Harold  E.,  Governor  of 
Iowa  A266 

Illinois  Public  Aid  Commission  A148 

Iowa  State  Board  of  Social  Welfare   A72 

Javits,  Hon.  Jacob  K.,  U.S.  Senator..  1397 


Hearing 


oppose  provision  in  h.r.  12080 — con.  page 
Jewish    Federation    of  Metropolitan 

Chicago    A104 

Kennedy,  Hon.  Edward  M.,  U.S.  Sena- 
tor   900 

Kennedy,  Hon.  Robert  F.,  U.S.  Sen- 
ator   775 

Kerner,  Hon.  Otto,  Governor  of  Illinois  A224 
Lindsay,  Hon.  John  V.,  Mayor,  New 

York  City   1123 

Las   Animas   County  Department  of 

Public  Welfare,  Colo  A174 

Los  Angeles  County  Board  of  Supervi- 
sors   A24 

Lutheran  Family  and  Children's  Serv- 
ices of  St.  Louis,  Mo   A84 

Maine  Department  of  Health  and  Wel- 
fare   A211 

Maine  Department  of  Health  and  Wel- 


fare Advisory  Committee,  Citizens' 
Advisory  Committee  to  the  Bureau 
of  Social  Welfare,  Executive  Com- 
mittee, Maine  Conference  on  Social 

Welfare   

Marlin,    David    H,    Deputy  Director, 
Law    Reform,    Neighborhood  Legal 


Services  Project,  Washington,  D.C  A268 

Massachusetts  General  Court   A67 

Medical  Committee  for  Human  Rights.  A118 
Moore,  Hon.  Dan,  Governor  of  North 

Carolina    A85 

National  Association  for  the  Advance- 
ment of  Colored  People   1259 

National  Association  of  Manufacturers.  A161 
National  Association  of  Social  Workers.  930 
National  Committee  for  Day  Care  of 

Children    A178 

National  Consumers  League   A121 

National  Council  of  Churches  of  Christ 

in  the  USA   1727 

National  Council  on  Illegitimacy   1476 

National  Council  of  Jewish  Women —  A227 

National  Council  of  Negro  Women   1501 

National  Council  of  Senior  Citizens   1069 

National  Governors'  Conference  A261 

National  Farmers  Union   1108 

National  Federation  of  Settlements  and 

Neighborhood  Centers   

National  Federation  of  Social  Service 
Employees  and  Social  Service  Em- 
ployees Union   1088 

National  PTA  A100 

National  Presbyterian  Health  and  Wel- 
fare Association  of  the  United  Pres- 
byterian Church  in  the  USA   1739 

National  Urban  League  A277 

National  Welfare  Rights  Organization..  1463 
Northeast    Neighborhood  Counseling 

Center,  Kansas  City,  Kans   A33 

Oregon  chapter,  National  Association 

of  Social  Workers   A55 

Oregon  Social  Welfare  Association,  Inc.  1793 
Pennsylvania  Department   of  Public 

Welfare  A253 

Physicians  Forum  A241 

Planned  Parenthood — World  Popula- 
tion   1495 

Rhode  Island  Department  of  Social 

Welfare  A283 

Rhodes,  Hon.  James  A.,  Governor  of 

Ohio   A14 

Rockefeller,  Hon.  Nelson  A.,  Governor 

of  New  York  A240 

Shepard,  Richard  G  A198 

Sparer,  Edward  V.,  teacher  of  law  of 

public  assistance,  Yale  Law  School..  1761 
Texas  State  Department  of  Public  Wel- 
fare  A200 

Travelers  Aid  Society  of  Washington, 

D.C  A275 

United  Auto  Workers   1637 

U.S.  Commission  on  Civil  Rights  A183 

Utah  chapter,  National  Association  of 

Social  Workers  A188 

Utah  Division  of  Welfare  A106 

Volpe,  Hon.  John  A.,  Governor  of  Mas- 
sachusetts   1153 

Wisconsin  Welfare  Council  A105 

Wyman,  George  K.,  commissioner.  New 
York  State  Department  of  Social 
Services    1543 
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Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  the 
record  shows  that  two  witnesses  testified 
in  support  of  this  freeze  and  approxi- 
mately 150  witnesses  either  appeared 
personally  or  submitted  testimony 
against  it.  Governors  from  every  State 
in  the  Union — the  Governor  of  the  State 
represented  by  the  present  occupant  of 
the  chair — formally  opposed  this  freeze. 
In  the  record  is  a  report  from  the  Gov- 
ernors' Conference  objecting  to  it  unani- 
mously. In  addition,  individual  Gov- 
ernors from  13  States  opposed  it.  Sena- 
tors, Representatives,  members  of  the 
administration,  and  individuals  repre- 
senting organizations — all  were  con- 
vinced that  this  was  bad  legislation,  that 
it  was  wrong.  The  only  persons  who 
testified  in  favor  of  the  freeze  were  the 
Council  of  the  State  Chambers  of  Com- 
merce and  the  Puerto  Rico  Medical 
Association. 

As  a  result  of  that  evidence  and  as  a 
result  of  those  hearings,  the  Senate 
eliminated  that  provision.  We  wrote  into 
the  law  a  provision  that  payment  of  wel- 
fare benefits  would  be  continued  in  ac- 
cordance with  existing  law.  Now  we  are 
told,  on  this  appeal  procedure,  that  the 
testimony  of  the  Governors,  the  Senators, 
the  Representatives,  and  other  interested 
individuals  is  to  be  taken  for  nothing.  We 
are  told  that  we  will  have  to  go  back  to 
the  House  bill. 

What  was  the  point  of  having  all  these 
people  appear?  What  was  the  point  of 
the  debate  on  the  floor  and  the  discussion 
in  the  committee,  if  we  are  going  to  ab- 
dicate our  responsibility  to  correct  bad 
legislation? 

I  offered  an  amendment  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  with  respect  to  disability. 
I  use  this  as  another  example.  So  far  as 
disability  is  concerned,  we  did  not  im- 
prove the  law.  We  took  a  long  step  back- 
ward by  adopting  the  House  provision. 
So  in  committee,  I  offered  an  amendment 
that  coincided  with  the  accepted  pro- 
visions of  the  law  as  it  applies  to  dis- 
ability in  workmen's  compensation  law, 
veterans'  disabilities,  and  so  forth.  I  was 
told  by  members  of  the  administration 
that  the  application  of  that  amendment 
would  cost  a  considerable  amount  of 
money.  When  we  considered  the  bill  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate,  I  said: 

Let  us  Just  go  back  to  existing  law.  Let 
us  Just  continue  the  disability  program  as 
it  exists  at  trie  present  time. 

On  the  floor  of  the  Senate  that  amend- 
ment was  adopted,  on  a  yea-and-nay 
vote,  by  a  margin  of  2  to  1.  It  merely 
went  back  to  existing  law. 

But  in  a  couple  of  afternoons  the  con- 
ferees decided  that  that  amendment  and 
scores  of  others  would  not  be  considered 
or  would  not  be  agreed  to. 

A  work- training  incentive  program  is 
set  up  by  the  proposed  legislation.  All  of 
us  felt  that  some  incentives  should  be 
provided  for  people  to  take  training  to 
learn  other  skills,  especially  persons 
whose  skills  have  become  outmoded  by 
technological  changes.  So  the  Senate  de- 
cided that  in  order  to  provide  such  an 
incentive  in  the  bill  such  persons  would 
be  paid  $20  a  week  over  and  above  their 
welfare  payments,  in  order  to  induce 
them  to  ride  the  buses  to  go  to  school 
and  spend  their  time  on  the  learning 
opportunities  they  were  afforded.  In  the 


House,  that  amount  was  cut  to  $30  a 
month.  Mr.  President,  that  $30  a  month 
Is  just  a  subsidy  for  O.  Roy  Chalk.  That 
is  about  how  much  it  will  cost  the  people 
to  ride  the  buses  to  and  from  their  work- 
training  programs  and  work -training 
classes. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  incentive  is 
a  person  going  to  have  to  get  off  of  wel- 
fare and  take  a  training  course  involv- 
ing 6  hours,  7  hours,  or  8  hours  a  day 
when  all  he  gets  now  over  and  above  his 
welfare  is  only  bus  fare  back  and  forth? 

I  bring  up  these  situations  as  examples. 
In  the  next  day  or  so  I  will  be  more  spe- 
cific and  analyze  the  bill  in  greater  de- 
tail. 

The  bill  does  increase  social  security 
payments  by  13  percent.  The  House  fig- 
ure was  12.5  percent.  The  Senate  sug- 
gested that  social  security  payments  be 
increased  by  15  percent.  The  so-called 
compromise,  which  was  no  compromise 
at  all,  but  an  abdication,  was  13  percent. 
The  bill  increases  the  minimums  from 
$44  to  $55.  That  is  a  substantial  increase 
for  people  who  are  getting  minimum  pay- 
ments. The  administration  suggested 
that  it  be  a  minimum  of  $70,  and  that 
figure  was  in  the  Senate  bill. 

Many  of  us  in  the  committee  thought 
there  should  be  a  minimum  of  at  least 
$100.  There  was  a  vote,  and  a  substantial 
vote,  in  committee  on  the  figure  of  $100. 

However,  Mr.  President,  in  scores  of 
pages  in  the  bill  the  only  benefits  that 
are  being  held  over  our  heads  like  a  club 
are  these  two  benefits  of  an  increase  of 
13  percent  for  social  security  and  an  in- 
crease of  minimums  from  $44  to  $55. 

Mr.  President,  tomorrow  I  am  going 
to  offer  an  amendment  to  one  of  the  bills 
that  was  passed  by  the  Committee  on 
Finance  today  increasing  social  security 
in  accordance  with  what  is  agreed  to  in 
the  conference  report:  13  percent  anu 
$55. 

According  to  the  Washington  Star,  in 
an  Associated  Press  article,  one  of  our 
conferees,  who  asked  that  his  name  not 
be  used,  said: 

We  were  told  by  the  House  to  accept  their 
provisions  or  there  would  be  no  bill. 

Then  he  said  during  discussions  of 
what  would  happen  if  the  bill  did  not 
survive: 

We  were  told  we  could  announce  to  the  old 
people  we  had  killed  the  bill  which  would 
raise  their  benefits  13  percent. 

After  this  conference  report  was  an- 
nounced and  the  decision  of  the  Senate 
to  abdicate  on  every  major  proposition 
was  announced,  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  said  he 
did  not  like  the  bill  very  much  but,  as  he 
told  the  American  Public  Welfare  Asso- 
ciation : 

New  Congresses  may  always  reconsider 
what  past  Congresses  have  done. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  men  in  this 
Congress  and  there  are  men  sitting  in 
this  Chamber  who  voted  for  the  first 
social  security  legislation.  I  was  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Montana  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives in  1937.  I  helped  to  enact  the 
first  social  security  legislation  so  that  the 
Montana  House  of  Representatives  could 
comply  and  conform  to  the  national 
legislation. 


In  all  the  years,  Congress  after  Con- 
gress, and  year  after  year  since  then;  we 
have  adopted  a  philosophy  that  there 
should  be  some  dignity,  even  if  people 
are  poverty  stricken;  and  we  have 
adopted  a  philosophy  that  people  should 
have  an  opportunity  to  eat  and  have  a 
home ;  and  that  they  should  have  a  mini- 
mum of  benefits.  We  have  especially 
adopted  a  philosophy  that  children 
should  grow  up  and  have  the  care  of  their 
mother  if  it  is  at  all  possible. 

This  bill,  after  all  these  years — more 
than  30 — and  after  all  the  Congresses 
which  have  voted  upon  social  security 
legislation,  has  said  that  we  will  not  per- 
mit the  children  to  have  the  care  of  their 
mothers  and  that  we  can  force  the 
mother  to  go  out  and  work  in  the  streets. 
We  can  force  her  to  take  any  job  that  is 
offered  to  her.  We  can  make  her  take 
training  and  put  her  children  in  daytime 
nurseries. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  offered  an  amend- 
ment which  was  overwhelmingly  adopted 
that  would  have  taken  care  of  mothers 
and  would  have  provided  that  mothers 
who  are  taking  care  of  children  in  their 
homes  would  not  have  to  abide  by  the 
work  provisions  of  the  bill.  That  measure 
was  eliminated  in  conference. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  bill  that  goes 
back  to  the  pre-Revolutionary  idea  that 
if  you  do  not  work  you  do  not  eat.  I  can 
remember  back  in  the  days  of  the  depres- 
sion when  you  did  not  have  jobs,  you 
did  not  have  training,  and  you  did  not 
have  the  background  necessary  to  get 
even  the  kinds  of  jobs  that  were  offered. 

We  said  that  people  should  have  the 
opportunity  to  continue  to  live  on  a  dig- 
nified basis.  All  through  the  years  since 
then  we  have  adopted  that  philosophy. 
To  my  mind  it  was  a  good  philosophy 
then,  it  is  a  good  basic  tenet  today,  and 
this  is  no  time  for  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary to  say,  "Well,  new  Congresses  may 
reconsider  what  we  do  on  this  bill." 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  does  give  some 
increased  benefits  to  people  who  are  re- 
ceiving social  security.  However,  what  it 
does  to  families,  what  it  does  to  moth- 
ers, and  what  it  does  to  the  boys  and  girls 
of  America  is  so  bad,  and  the  basic  legis- 
lation is  so  bad,  that  we  can  wait  a 
month  or  so,  and  we  do  not  have  to  wait 
that  long  if  we  adopt  my  suggestion.  We 
can  wait  a  little  time  to  increase  the  pay- 
ments to  these  other  people  and  take 
care  of  our  basic  responsibilities. 

I  say  to  the  people  who  think  they  will 
get  the  benefits  of  13  percent,  or  a  mini- 
mum of  $55,  that  many  of  them  are  not 
going  to  get  that,  because  there  is  a  pro- 
vision in  the  bill  that  the  additional 
money  obtained  as  social  security  pay- 
ments, if  one  is  on  welfare,  can  be  taken 
away  from  him. 

Mr.  President,  just  to  point  that  up,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record,  which  explains  more  elo- 
quently than  I  can,  two  letters  with  at- 
tachments from  my  constituents,  who 
present  exactly  the  problems  I  am  talk- 
ing about. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
with  attachments  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 
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November  22,  1967. 

Hon.  Lee  Metcalf, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Metcalp:  I  am  enclosing 
herewith  a  copy  of  a  letter  I  have  previously 
written  to  the  State  of  Montana  Department 
of  Public  Welfare  together  with  a  copy  of 
the  letter  I  received  in  reply,  both  of  which 
are  self-explanatory. 

I  am  not  the  only  person  who  is  being 
hurt  by  these  policies  and  I  wonder  if  you 
are  aware  of  the  situation  that  exists.  I  know 
you  will  help  us  if  there  is  anything  possible 
that  you  can  do. 

I  would  appreciate  it  very  much  if  you  will 
see  what  can  be  done  and  let  me  know  why 
the  federal  government  requires  this  in  face 
of  the  increased  cost  of  living.  I  hope  that 
you  can  see  that  the  matter  is  corrected. 

With  best  regards,  I  am, 
Sincerely  yours, 


State  op  Montana, 
Department  op  Public  Welfare, 
Helena,  Mont.,  November  14, 1967. 
Dear  Mr.  :  I  have  your  letter  of  No- 
vember 10  which  concerns  your  income  from 
Social  Security  Benefits.  I  certainly  have  a 
sympathetic  understanding  of  your  prob- 
lem. At  this  time,  however,  there  is  nothing 
that  this  Department  can  do  to  help  you 
keep  both  an  increase  in  Benefits  with  no 
reduction  in  your  old  age  assistance.  This  is 
a  Federal  regulation  over  which  we  have  no 
authority. 

It  may  be  possible,  with  the  anticipated 
15  %  increase  in  Social  Security,  there  will 
be  no  reduction  in  old  age  assistance  grants, 
but,  as  before  stated,  this  is  completely 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

I  am  sorry  that  I  cannot  be  of  some  helR 
to  you. 

Sincerely  yours, 

W.  J.  Fouse, 
Administrator. 

November  10,  1967. 
State  Welfare  Commission, 
State  Capitol, 
Helena,  Mont. 

Attention:  Mr.  Fouse,  State  Administrator. 

Dear  Mr.  Fouse:  I  am  eighty-four  years 
old  and  have  been  retired  for  a  number  of 
years.  I  draw  Social  Security  benefits  in  the 
amount  of  $62.00  per  month  and  welfare 
benefits  in  the  amount  of  $48.00  per  month, 
making  a  total  of  $110.00. 

I  live  by  myself  and  have  an  apartment 
which  costs  me  $50.00  per  month.  It  is  fur- 
nished and  this  price  includes  all  utilities. 
It  is  the  cheapest  apartment  that  I  can  find 
which  is  decent.  It  has  a  private  bathroom 
and  other  apartments  that  are  cheaper  are 
not  fit  for  a  person  to  live  in,  as  you  can 
well  imagine. 

In  the  past,  each  time  Social  Security  pay- 
ments have  been  increased,  my  welfare  check 
has  been  decreased  in  the  same  amount.  I  do 
not  have  enough  to  properly  take  care  of 
myself  at  the  present  time.  I  am  looking  for- 
ward to  the  increase  in  Social  Security  bene- 
fits which  apparently  will  soon  come  to  pass 
and  will  apparently  be  about  a  15%  increase. 

Would  you  please  see  that  my  welfare 
check  is  not  reduced  by  the  same  amount 
as  my  Social  Security  check  is  increased?  I 
don't  think  it  is  fair  because  the  reason  the 
Social  Security  benefits  are  increased  is  that 
the  government  recognizes  that  the  cost  of 
living  has  increased  to  the  point  where  Social 
Security  recipients  Just  have  to  have  more 
money  in  order  to  live.  This  increase  would 


give  me  about  $9.00  per  month  more  and  it 
is  what  I  need  in  order  to  properly  take  care 
of  myself. 

I  have  talked  to  my  welfare  case  worker 
here,  Mrs.  Wallin,  and  she  has  suggested  that 
I  write  to  you  directly.  I  would  appreciate 
very  much  hearing  from  you  and  will  look 
forward  to  your  being  able  to  help  me  in  the 
matter. 

Sincerely  yours, 


August  18,  1987. 

Re:  House  Bill  12080. 
Hon.  Lee  Metcalf, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Metcalf:  I  have  been  dis- 
turbed about  a  number  of  sections  of  House 
Bill  12080,  particularly  that  section  which 
attempts  to  limit  the  number  of  children 
who  would  be  eligible  to  receive  ADC  by  es- 
tablishing a  quota  of  children  for  whom  the 
Department  of  Public  Welfare  could  receive 
Federal  matching  funds.  This  attempt  to 
predetermine  the  need  for  this  type  of  as- 
sistance does  not  take  into  acount  economic 
conditions,  automation,  and  employment 
conditions  which  we  have  no  reason  to  doubt 
will  continue  to  be  fluid  and  changing  at 
least  in  the  forseeable  future.  As  one  of  the 
many  consequences  of  such  a  harsh  action 
it  is  easy  to  forsee  that  families  will  be  forced 
to  separate  for  economic  reasons  only.  Family 
breakdown  is  one  of  the  greatest  contributors 
to  poverty  in  our  Nation  and  such  action 
seems  to  be  deliberately  placing  our  society 
in  jeopardy. 

This  burden  will  not  solely  upon  the  poor. 
Migration  pattern  of  the  disadvantaged  from 
the  rural  areas,  particularly  in  the  South,  to 
the  metropolitan  areas  is  a  well  established 
trend.  The  awesome  burden  this  has  placed 
on  the  inner  city  has  been  recently  demon- 
strated in  Watts  in  1965  and  in  the  Detroits 
and  Newarks  of  1967.  This  burden  and  result- 
ing problem  can  only  be  increased.  A  quota 
system  for  ADC  will  have  the  affect  of  provid- 
ing the  city  with  an  ever-increasing  number 
of  families  needing  assistance  and  ever-dimi- 
nishing resources  in  which  to  provide  this 
assistance.  Decreasing  the  amount  of  Fed- 
eral support  for  a  metropolitan  area  cannot 
be  the  answer  to  urban  problems. 

That  section  of  House  Bill  12080  which 
would  require  a  plan  of  self-support  for  all 
unmarried  and  divorced,  separated  and  de- 
serted mothers  fails  to  take  into  considera- 
tion that  mothers  on  ADC  are  not  necessarily 
poor  mothers  and  that  enforced  separation 
from  a  single  parent  might  be  more  damag- 
ing than  separation  from  two  adequate  par- 
ents. What  will  become  of  the  children  of 
this  new  group  of  working  mothers?  The 
present  scarcity  of  adequate  day  care  facili- 
ties and  other  facilities  for  substiute  child 
care  will  not  be  easily  remedied.  The  majority 
of  unmarried  mothers  who  are  currently 
[recipients  of  ADC  will  without  question 
require  considerable  training  and  perhaps 
much  basic  education  before  they  will  be 
employable  in  today's  Job  market.  One  can 
not  help  but  wonder  where  these  training 
facilities  will  come  from. 

We  are  all  concerned  about  the  ever-in- 
creasing cycle  of  poverty  and  dependency  in 
our  nation.  We  are  concerned  about  the  de- 
terioration of  our  cities  but  we  must  face  the 
fact  that  we  are  in  the  midst  of  a  great  social 
revolution.  Forcing  that  minority  of  the  poor 
who  are  recipients  of  public  welfare  to  bear 
the  burden  of  our  confusion  and  anger  will 
not  halt  the  changes  going  on  in  society  in 
general.  Children  are  important  to  us.  If  we 
lose  sight  of  this  fact  we  face  the  prospect  of 


yet  another  generation  who  will  disassociate 
themselves  from  responsible  society.  Depriv- 
ing already  deprived  people  will  not  produce 
the  kind  of  self-sufficiency  which  is  our  de- 
sire for  everyone. 

Again    we    recognize    that    changes  are 
needed,  however,  it  would  appear  that  a  few 
sections  in  House  Bill  12080  provides  more 
problems  than  solutions. 
Sincerely  yours, 


Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  tomor- 
row, and  the  next  day,  I  shall  speak  in 
greater  detail  about  the  bill.  This  is  a 
bad  bill.  It  was  recognized  to  be  a  bad 
bill  when  it  came  over  from  the  House  of 
Representatives.  During  the  course  of 
the  hearings — 2,000  pages  of  it — witness 
after  witness  came  in  and  testified  in 
opposition  to  the  legislation.  This  is 
essentially  the  bill  that  passed  the  House. 
The  bill  should  be  voted  down.  We 
should  have  another  opportunity  to 
take  care  of  the  old,  the  poverty  stricken, 
and  the  unfortunate  of  the  people  of 
America  and  give  them  the  cost  of  living 
increase  to  which  they  are  entitled,  to 
give  them  the  benefits  of  an  affluent  so- 
ciety which  the  majority  of  Americans 
now  enjoy. 

We  must  not  take  the  first  step  back- 
wards in  33  years  of  welfare  and  social 
security  legislation. 
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MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  report  of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  the  disagree- 
ing votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  to  provide  an  increase  in  benefits 
under  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disabil- 
ity insurance  system,  to  provide  benefits 
for  additional  categories  of  individuals, 
to  improve  the  public  assistance  program 
arid  programs  relating  to  the  welfare  and 
health  of  children,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF 
1967 — CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  submit  a  report  of  the  committee  of 
conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to 
amend  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide 
an  increase  in  benefits  under  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  sys- 
tem, to  provide  benefits  for  additional 
categories  of  individuals,  to  improve  the 
public  assistance  program  and  programs 
relating  to  the  welfare  and  health  of 
children,  and  for  other  purposes.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con- 
sideration of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re- 
port will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  the 
report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro- 
ceedings of  December  11,  1967,  pp. 
H16684-H16693,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  without  losing  his  right 
to  the  floor? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield 
to  the  majority  leader  without  losing  my 
right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quoroum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  certain  ad- 
visers to  the  committee  from  the  Legis- 
lative Reference  Service  of  the  Library 
of  Congress,  Mr.  Fred  Arner,  Mr.  William 
Pullerton,  and  Mr.  Prank  Crowley,  be 
permitted  to  be  present  on  the  Senate 
floor  during  the  consideration  of  the  con- 
ference report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  (Mr.  Typ- 
ings in  the  chair) .  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
this  is  the  conference  report  of  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1967.  It  provides 
for  a  minimum  increase  in  the  level  of 
social  security  payments  of  13  percent, 
and  an  increase  in  the  minimum  social 
security  benefits  to  $55  from  today's  level 
of  $44,  which  represents  a  25-percent 
increase. 

These  increases  will  put  $3.6  billion  of 
new  purchasing  power  into  the  hands  of 
almost  24  million  elderly  retired  citizens, 
widows,  orphans,  and  disabled  persons  in 
the  first  full  year  of  operation.  They  rep- 
resent the  single  largest  dollar  increase  in 
social  security  benefits  Congress  has  ever 
enacted.  Under  the  conference  report, 
these  new  benefits  will  become  payable 
for  the  month  of  February  1968 — 1 
month  sooner  than  the  Senate  bill  would 
have  provided — and  will  be  reflected  in 
checks  that  social  security  recipients  re- 
ceive early  in  March  of  next  year. 

The  13  percent  we  are  acting  on  today 
more  than  offsets  the  rise  in  the  cost  of 
living  that  has  occurred  since  social 
security  benefits  were  last  increased  in 
July  1965.  In  general,  the  cost  of  living 
has  gone  up  8  percent  since  then.  This 
bill,  when  considered  with  the  cash  in- 
creases enacted  in  1965,  provides  retired 
persons,  widows,  orphans,  and  disabled 
persons  with  social  security  increases  of 
21  percent.  For  those  age  65  and  over, 
after  taking  medicare  benefits  into  ac- 
count, social  security  has  been  increased 
by  more  than  33  percent  since  July  1965, 
when  the  provisions  of  this  bill  are  in- 
cluded. And  as  I  have  pointed  out,  the 
cost  of  living  has  increased  only  8  percent 
in  this  same  period. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  we  are  justified 
in  making  this  large  increase  on  the 
theory  that  social  security  payments 
have  never  been  entirely  adequate,  and 
we  should  be  trying  to  raise  them  to  the 
point  where  we  lift  people  out  of  pov- 
erty by  means  of  a  good,  solid  social  secu- 
rity program — such  as  we  seek  to  enact 
with  this  bill.  While  the  bill  does  not  do 
everything  we  would  like  to  do,  it  is  a 
move  in  the  right  direction. 

The  conference  agreement  is  a  good 
bill.  There  are  still  a  lot  of  improvements 
we  can  make  in  the  social  security  and 
welfare  programs,  but  we  have  taken  a 
major  step  forward  with  these  1967 
amendments.  Truly  this  is  a  landmark 
bill. 

Before  describing  more  of  the  impor- 
tant features  of  the  conference  agree- 
ment, let  me  tell  the  Senate  something 
about  the  mood  of  the  House  conferees. 
This  was  one  of  the  toughest  conferences 
between  the  Senate  and  the  House  in 
which  I  have  ever  participated.  I  notice 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson],  who  has  gone  through  some 


of  these  conferences  in  years  past,  is 
present,  and  I  am  sure  he  understands 
what  I  mean. 

Keep  in  mind,  Mr.  President,  the 
House  conferees  came  into  the  meeting 
with  a  414-to-3  vote  behind  their  bill 
which  they  interpreted  as  a  mandate  of 
the  House  that  social  security  taxes 
should  not  be  increased  any  higher  than 
they  provided  in  their  bill. 

And  may  I  add,  Mr.  President,  not  only 
did  they  come  to  us  with  a  mandate  of 
414  to  3,  but  the  House  has  just  acted, 
by  a  vote  of  388  to  3  on  the  conference 
bill,  to  back  up  that  mandate.  So  it  is 
not  difficult  to  understand  why,  without 
higher  social  security  taxes,  it  was  im- 
possible for  us  in  the  Senate  to  convince 
the  House  conferees  of  the  desirability 
of  a  number  of  the  Senate  amendments, 
which  they  contended,  and  quite  cor- 
rectly, would  cause  an  actuarial  imbal- 
ance in  the  trust  funds,  and  add  a  meas- 
ure of  fiscal  irresponsibility  to  the  pro- 
gram, unless  additional  revenue  was 
provided. 

We  would  have  preferred  a  greater 
benefit  increase  than  the  13  percent  we 
were  able  to  get. 

We  would  have  preferred  a  minimum 
benefit  of  $70  rather  than  the  $55  we 
finally  settled  on.  We  would  have  pre- 
ferred to  permit  workers  to  obtain  re- 
duced social  security  benefits  by  retir- 
ing at  age  60. 

We  would  have  preferred  more  flexi- 
bility in  the  earnings  exemption  as  voted 
by  the  Senate,  which  broadens  the 
amount  of  outside  income  a  worker  may 
receive  without  jeopardizing  his  social 
security  benefits. 

We  would  have  preferred  to  do  some- 
thing for  the  non-AFDC  children  who 
have  to  go  into  foster  homes.  We  would 
have  preferred  to  do  more  for  the  dis- 
abled widows  than  we  were  able  to  do. 
We  would  have  preferred  to  continue 
social  security  for  mothers  who  care  for 
children  attending  high  school  beyond 
age  18. 

There  are  a  number  of  other  Senate 
amendments  we  would  have  preferred 
to  see  enacted  into  law.  But  the  House 
conferees  were  unwilling  to  agree  to  any 
amendments  requiring  further  increases 
in  the  social  security  tax  in  addition  to 
those  which  we  were  able  to  prevail  upon 
them  to  accept. 

They  were  also  unwilling  to  agree  to 
Senate  amendments  which  increased  the 
Federal  commitment  for  the  social 
security  programs  financed  out  of  the 
General  Treasury. 

They  let  us  know  as  soon  as  we  met 
with  them  that  our  bill  was  actuarially 
unsound.  That  is  understandable,  since 
we  added  $iy2  billion  of  extra  benefits  to 
the  committee  bill  after  it  reached  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  without  providing  a 
single  dollar  of  new  tax  to  pay  for  them. 

I  want  to  make  it  clear  to  the  Senators 
that  the  matter  of  tax  rates  was  not  be- 
fore the  conference.  The  tax  rates  in  the 
Senate  bill  were  identical  to  the  rates  in 
the  House  bill  except  for  an  increase  to 
5.9  percent  from  5.8  percent  in  1987 — 20 
years  from  now.  Since  the  rates  were  not 
in  conference  and  the  House  conferees 
were  adamant  in  their  refusal  to  finance 
all  these  new  Senate  sponsored  benefits 


through  an  increase  in  the  wage  base, 
the  Senate  conferees  had  their  backs 
against  the  wall  from  the  beginning  in 
this  area.  Mr.  Mills,  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  and  the  chairman  of 
the  conference,  pointed  out  to  us  that 
Congress  had  just  increased  the  annual 
wage  base  from  $4,800  to  $6,600  effective 
in  1966  and  that  the  House  bill  had  add- 
ed another  $1,000  to  bring  the  wage  base 
to  $7,600  in  1968.  He  was  convinced  that 
if  we  went  above  the  $7,800  figure,  the 
House  would  reject  the  conference  bill. 
The  conference  figure  means  that  the 
wage  base  will  have  increased  by  63  per- 
cent since  1966 — a  very  large  increase. 
I  might  add,  as. a  historical  note,  that 
the  wage  base  did  not  increase  above 
$3,000  for  13  years.  The  Senate  wage 
base  increase  to  $10,800  would  have  con- 
stituted a  $6,000  increase  or  2V4  times 
as  high  as  it  was  just  2  years  ago.  And 
the  House  conferees  just  would  not  do  it. 

The  House  bill  was  actuarially  sound; 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee  bill  was 
actuarially  sound;  but  the  bill  that 
passed  the  Senate  was  an  unsound  bill. 
It  was  badly  out  of  balance.  It  did  not 
provide  the  taxes  necessary  to  pay  for 
the  benefits  the  Senate  added  to  the  bill. 
We  were  faced  at  the  outset  with  the 
prospect  of  having  to  yield  on  $iy2  to  $2 
billion  of  benefits  before  we  could  argue 
that  our  bill  was  actuarially  sound. 

The  House  conferees  were  arguing 
from  strength.  They  argued  with  a  single 
voice.  They  were  united  to  a  man;  and 
the  theme  of  their  opposition  was  that 
if  it  costs  money,  they  cannot  accept  it, 
on  the  theory  that  the  money  is  not  there 
with  which  to  pay  for  it. 

Although  costs  were  of  paramount  im- 
portance to  the  House  conferees,  they 
never  missed  an  opportunity  to  show  us 
what  they  thought  were  defects  in  our 
Senate  amendments  whenever  they 
could. 

They  pointed  out  a  weakness  in  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Nelson]  to  let  mothers 
have  a  social  security  benefit  while  her 
child  over  age  18  is  still  in  high  school. 
We  put  that  amendment  in  to  discourage 
children  age  18  to  21  from  dropping  out 
of  school  to  help  care  for  mama  since 
she  loses  her  mother's  benefit  when  they 
become  age  18. 

The  House  conferees  said  that  with  our 
amendment  in  the  law,  young  children 
would  drop  out  of  school  at  age  15,  and 
their  mother  could  still  get  the  check; 
then,  they  would  come  back  into  school 
at  age  18  with  the  result  that  mama 
would  be  kept  on  the  rolls  for  possibly  3 
years  longer  than  she  would  have  been 
otherwise.  No  doubt  with  a  little  bit  of 
hard  work,  we  can  find  a  way  to  provide 
relief  in  these  cases  without  opening  the 
law  up  to  the  abuse  the  House  feared.  We 
will  work  at  it. 

They  showed  us  the  defects  in  the  Ken- 
nedy amendments  relating  to  welfare 
benefits  for  mothers  who  refuse  to  under- 
go training  or  accept  employment  for 
which  they  are  suitable.  The  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy]  wanted 
to  prevent  vendor  and  protective  pay- 
ments for  her  children  from  being  used 
in  such  a  case.  He  wanted  the  mother 
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who  refused  to  accept  work  or  undergo 
training  to  continue  to  get  the  welfare 
check  on  their  behalf  and  use  it  for  her 
own  selfish  purposes  rather  than  for  the 
benefit  of  the  children.  His  amendment 
did  that,  but  it  created  the  anomalous 
situation  under  which  the  mother's  wel- 
fare benefit  would  have  to  be  paid  to 
someone  else. 

We  could  not  have  fixed  that  up  in 
conference,  even  if  the  House  conferees 
had  been  willing  to  accept  it;  and  I  might 
say  that  they  were  determined  not  to 
accept  it.  The  House  conferees  felt,  just 
as  the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance  felt, 
that  the  example  of  a  good  responsible 
working  member  of  a  welfare  family  was 
far  more  beneficial  to  the  children  in  that 
family  than  would  be  the  example  set  by 
a  mother  who  could  refuse  with  impunity 
to  accept  a  good  job  when  it  was  offered 
to  her  because  she  would  rather  live  on 
a  public  dole.  It  is  that  sort  of  attitude 
which  has  led  to  three  generations  of 
the  same  family  living  on  welfare.  It  is 
that  sort  of  attitude  which  prompted  the 
House  and  the  Committee  on  Finance  to 
seek  ways  to  bring  dignity  and  a  better 
life  to  welfare  families.  Under  the  con- 
ference bill  the  money  must  go  for  the 
use  of  the  children. 

The  House  conferees  pointed  out  to  us 
that  under  the  Hartke  amendment  relat- 
ing to  the  blind,  a  person  who  was  near- 
blind  could  qualify  for  disability  benefits 
and  continue  to  receive  those  benefits, 
even  though  he  was  actually  employed  at 
a  very  good  job  and  able  to  earn  all  the 
income  he  needed  to  satisfy  his  wants. 
The  House  conferees  were  unwilling  to 
agree  that  a  man  whose  income  demon- 
strated that  his  earning  capacity  had  not 
been  impaired  by  the  condition  of  his 
eyes  should  be  treated  as  if  he  were  a  dis- 
abled person  for  this  purpose. 

The  House  conferees  pointed  out  that 
the  amendment  offered  by  Senator  Byrd, 
of  West  Virginia,  relating  to  early  retire- 
ment, would  place  Congress  under  more 
pressure  than  it  has  ever  been  to  do  away 
with  the  earnings  limitation,  or  to  give 
them  a  full  benefit  at  this  age.  They  felt 
that  people  at  this  age  were  noi  ready  for 
full  retirement  and  that  reduced  social 
security  benefits  they  would  get  would 
be  so  small  that  they  would  have  to  seek 
part-time  employment  to  supplement 
them.  The  part-time  employment  would 
lead  them  to  seek  changes  in  the  future 
to  let  them  earn  more  and  more  and 
more  without  jeopardizing  their  social 
security  benefit. 

Again,  we  could  not  have  dealt  with 
this  House  objection  even  if  we  had  been 
able  to  convince  them  that  the  Byrd 
amendment  should  be  approved.  It  is  a 
sort  of  thing  that  perhaps  we  can  work 
out  in  the  future.  But  at  this  time,  it  was 
not  before  the  conferees.  It  could  not  be 
done. 

I  regret  very  sincerely  that  I  was  not 
able  to  persuade  the  House  members  to 
agree  to  the  Byrd  amendment.  We  had 
been  in  conference  before  witi.  that  very 
amendment.  I  tried  diligently  to  per- 
suade the  House  conferees  t->  agree  to  it. 
I  believe  that  the  Senate  conferees  would 
testify  that  we  made  every  effort  we 
could  to  get  the  House  conferees  to  ac- 
cept the  amendment.  However,  we  were 


not  able  to  persuade  them  to  take  the 
amendment. 

On  the  earnings  test  itself,  we  met  a 
solid  wall  of  concerted  opposition  not 
only  from  the  House  conferees  but  from 
the  administration,  as  well.  They  said 
that  of  all  people,  those  who  were  able 
to  work  and  earn  an  income  for  them- 
selves were  the  least  worthy  candidates 
for  increased  social  security  benefits.  The 
Bayh  amendment  would  have  provided 
$1  billion  of  benefits  to  people  who  are 
still  working. 

Generally,  it  is  presumed  that  Senate 
conferees  would  look  after  their  own 
amendments  with  a  little  more  interest 
than  they  would  other  Senators'  amend- 
ments. But  in  this  conference  the  Senate 
conferees  lost  several  of  their  own  pet 
amendments.  It  is  no  secret  that  I  had 
an  amendment  to  which  I  attached  the 
greatest  importance  and  for  which  I 
fought  here  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
However,  the  House  conferees  would  not 
agree  to  accept  my  drug  formulary 
amendment.  We  had  to  settle  for  the  best 
we  could  get. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson],  another  conferee,  lost  his 
medicare  planning  amendment  to  which 
he  attached  great  importance.  This  was 
something  to  which  he  had  devoted  a 
great  deal  of  effort  and  attention  in  this 
year  and  prior  years.  The  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  lost  his  $7.50 
mandatory  pass-along.  And  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers]  lost  his 
medical  expenses  deduction.  The  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  saw  his 
savings  bond  amendment  rejected  by  the 
House  conferees.  The  Senator  from  Kan- 
sas [Mr.  Carlson]  and  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis]  also  sponsored 
amendments  which  did  not  come  back 
from  conference. 

The  House  conferees  were  tough,  but 
the  bill  we  agreed  on  makes  major  im- 
provements in  the  entire  Social  Security 
Act.  Let  me  describe  some  of  these  im- 
provements. 

First  of  all,  the  Senate  conferees  have 
brought  back  the  biggest  social  security 
increase  Congress  has  ever  acted  on.  It 
will  pay  out  $3.6  billion  in  additional 
social  security  benefits  during  the  first 
full  year  to  almost  24  million  people. 

I  pause  to  reflect  that  when  Congress 
passed  the  original  social  security  bill  in 
1935,  the  Committee  on  Finance  esti- 
mated at  that  time  that  the  program 
would  build  up  to  the  point  that  it  would 
be  paying  out  $3.5  billion  in  the  year 
1970. 

But  the  pending  bill  provides  for  an 
annual  increase  in  benefits,  when  it  is 
in  full  operation,  of  $3.6  billion.  That  is 
more  than  the  whole  program  was  esti- 
mated to  cost  by  1970  when  Congress 
passed  the  first  social  security  bill  in 
1935. 

To  be  specific  about  the  conference 
bill,  a  retired  worker  receiving  $78.20 
under  present  law  will  receive  $88.40 
monthly  as  a  result  of  the  conference 
agreement.  The  worker  receiving  the 
minimum  $44  benefit  today  will  get  a 
25-percent  increase  under  the  conference 
bill.  His  new  benefit  will  be  $55.  The 
worker  receiving  today's  maximum  pay- 
ment of  $144  will  have  that  increased  to 


$160.50.  In  the  future  this  amount  can 
go  as  high  as  $218.  To  a  husband  and 
wife  presently  receiving  the  average 
social  security  payment  of  $145,  this  will 
mean  that  they  will  get  a  $20  a  month 
increase  which  will  raise  their  monthly 
check  to  $165. 

These  increases  have  been  eagerly 
awaited  by  our  elderly.  They  mean  a 
new  pair  of  shoes,  a  little  more  nourish- 
ment, a  little  more  meat  on  the  table, 
a  little  more  protein  in  the  diet,  or  per- 
haps better  living  accommodations  and 
a  little  more  comfort  in  the  home.  This 
is  what  this  social  security  increase  is 
all  about,  and  this  is  what  the  conference 
agreement  really  achieves. 

The  conferees  worked  long  and  hard  to 
make  absolutely  certain  that  the  social 
security  system  is  without  question  fi- 
nanced on  an  actuarially  sound  basis. 
No  one  can  demonstrate  that  the  social 
security  benefits  of  anyone  will  be  in 
jeopardy  because  of  the  condition  of  the 
trust  funds  as  the  result  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  bill. 

In  addition  to  providing  a  very  sub- 
stantial benefit  increase  for  the  one  out 
of  nine  Americans  who  depend  upon 
their  social  security  check  each  month, 
the  conference  bill  makes  many  other 
improvements  in  various  titles  of  the 
Social  Security  Act. 

We  are  making  several  improvements 
in  the  coverage  provisions  of  the  social 
security  program.  We  are  making  many 
other  changes  designed  to  improve  and 
simplify  the  social  security  program,  in- 
cluding the  medicare  provisions. 

Perhaps  the  most  significant  provi- 
sions in  the  bill,  however,  are  those 
which  will  set  us  on  a  new  road  for  deal- 
ing with  the  problems  in  the  public  as- 
sistance programs.  Our  work-incentive 
program  administered  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labor,  which  the  House  agreed 
to,  will,  I  believe,  turn  out  to  be  the  most 
far  reaching  and  significant  part  of  the 
bill  which  we  are  acting  upon. 

The  bill  will  restore  fiscal  responsibil- 
ity to  the  medicaid  program.  It  will  also 
provide  many  important  improvements 
in  the  way  care  under  that  program  is 
delivered  and  financed.  The  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  older  people  who  must 
spend  their  days  in  nursing  homes  will 
find  their  lot  much  improved  as  a  result 
of  the  provisions  in  this  bill. 

We  have  made  important  improve- 
ments in  the  child  welfare  provisions  of 
the  law — increasing  Federal  responsibil- 
ity in  that  area,  with  special  emphasis  on 
day  care. 

We  are  improving  the  child- health 
provisions  of  present  law,  putting  more 
emphasis  on  the  State  role  of  this  pro- 
gram and  assuring  that  the  poor  will 
have  family  planning  services  available 
to  them  on  a  voluntary  basis. 

As  I  have  said  before,  "This  bill  must 
rank  with  the  greatest  of  the  social  secu- 
rity bills  ever  placed  before  the  Senate." 

I  can  make  the  same  statement  about 
the  conference  bill  without  reservation 
or  equivocation. 

There  are  indications  that  some  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate  are  displeased  with 
the  action  of  the  conferees.  Several  have 
made  statements  to  the  Senate,  even  be- 
fore they  had  the  benefit  of  the  full  text 
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of  the  conference  agreement.  Regardless 
of  the  timing  of  their  action,  the  im- 
portant thing  to  consider  for  the  Senate 
is  who  will  lose  if  the  Senate  fails  to 
adopt  the  conference  agreement. 

First  and  most  important  will  be  the 
nearly  24  million  retired  people,  widows, 
and  children  who  have  patiently  waited 
for  Congress  to  increase  their  social 
security  benefits  and  give  them  needed 
additional  purchasing  power. 

The  Nation's  old  people  were  told  by 
the  President  in  October  1966,  that  a 
benefit  increase  should  be  enacted.  How 
can  the  U.S.  Senate  tell  them  15  months 
later  that  there  will  be  no  increase — just 
more  promises — promises  that  may  not 
be  kept?  These  old  people  need  the 
money  just  as  soon  as  the  Government 
can  get  the  increased  checks  to  them. 

I  want  to  make  it  very  clear  to  every 
Senator  that  the  Senate  conferees  were 
advised  in  no  uncertain  terms  by  the 
House  conferees  that  should  the  Senate 
reject  the  conference  agreement,  the 
House  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
would  not  consider  a  social  security  bill 
any  time  soon.  They  would  be  unable  to 
do  it.  There  would  be  no  social  security 
bill,  no  benefit  increase  any  earlier  than 
1969.  Those  who  wish  to  nullify  a  full 
year's  work  on  one  of  the  largest  social 
security  and  public  welfare  bills  ever 
considered  will  have  to  answer  to  the  24 
million  people  who  will  be  hurt  by  their 
action.  Furthermore,  even  if  we  did  con- 
sider providing  more  benefits  than  are 
called  for  under  the  conference  agree- 
ment, there  is  the  question  of  who  is  go- 
ing to  pay  for  them. 

Even  under  the  proposal  that  we 
brought  back  from  the  conference,  an 
employee  earning  at  the  wage  base  will 
be  required  to  pay  an  additional  $53.20 
yearly  during  1968  to  finance  the  benefits 
that  we  have  provided.  Some  of  the  Sen- 
ate opponents  of  this  bill  apparently  feel 
that  17  to  20  percent  would  be  the  only 
adequate  level  of  increase,  but  they  fail 
to  indicate  what  the  tax  hike  would  have 
to  be  or  how  they  would  actually  finance 
their  generosity.  The  conference  agree- 
ment strikes  a  reasonable  balance  be- 
tween making  adequate  increases  in 
benefits,  which  the  Senate  bill  stressed, 
and  the  tax  burden  on  workers,  which 
the  House  bill  emphasized. 

If  some  of  the  more  sweeping  and  less 
responsible  proposals  were  adopted,  and 
the  taxes  were  imposed  to  pay  for  them, 
it  could  cause  considerable  resentment 
among  our  younger  workers,  who  must 
pay  the  tax  to  finance  these  benefits.  We 
owe  them  as  much  consideration  as  we 
do  our  elderly. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  saw  the  results 
of  a  poll  from  my  State  which  indicated 
that  the  majority  of  people,  when  asked 
the  question,  "Would  you  favor  a  big  in- 
crease in  social  security  taxes  if  it  could 
be  accompanied  by  a  big  increase  in 
benefits?"  said,  "No,"  they  do  not  favor 
it,  because  they  are  aware  of  the  big 
social  security  tax  now. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  the  vote 
of  388  to  3  in  the  House  today  and  the 
previous  vote  of  414  to  3  indicate  that 
the  Members  of  the  House,  all  of  whom 
must  run  for  office  next  year,  are  very 
much  aware  of  this  situation. 


Let  us  be  completely  honest  regarding 
the  issue.  The  conferees  of  the  Senate 
are  asking  to  have  the  conference  agree- 
ment adopted.  Others  are  demanding 
that  it  be  rejected.  A  vote  against  the 
conference  bill  will  be  a  vote  against 
the  aged;  a  vote  against  the  conference 
bill  will  be  a  vote  against  the  sick;  a  vote 
against  the  conference  bill  will  be  a  vote 
against  widows  and  orphan  children;  a 
vote  against  the  conference  bill  might  be 
interpreted  as  a  vote  in  favor  of  welfare 
cheaters. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  some  con- 
ferees have  received  telegrams  from  the 
AFL-CIO  recommending  that  the  con- 
ference agreement  be  rejected.  I  must 
say,  Mr.  President,  that  this  action  by 
the  AFL-CIO  is  rather  unprecedented, 
and  I  must  express  my  disappointment 
in  that  large  association  for  the  way  it 
has  acted  about  this  matter. 

I  have  received  no  such  telegrams, 
and  no  representative  of  that  fine  organ- 
ization has  been  to  my  office  to  tell  me 
why  nearly  24  million  people — including 
the  sick,  the  aged,  and  orphan  children — 
should  be  denied  the  social  security  in- 
creases that  this  bill  provides.  Many 
spokesmen  of  that  organization  have 
been  very  good  friends  of  this  Senator, 
and  I  have  been  their  good  friend.  We 
have  worked  together  on  matters  of  mu- 
tual interest.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
AFL-CIO  spokesmen  typically  used  my 
office  in  the  Capitol  as  their  meeting  hall, 
you  might  say,  and  as  a  place  to  leave 
their  hats,  coats,  and  briefcases  while 
they  were  looking  for  Senators,  to  per- 
suade to  vote  for  labor  bills.  In  my  opin- 
ion, that  organization  has  never  been 
less  responsible  than  it  has  been  with  re- 
spect to  this  bill  by  suggesting  that  it  not 
be  agreed  to.  If  they  are  worried  about 
a  few  unemployed  hoboes  being  put  to 
work,  they  need  not  fear  because  these 
persons  are  not  dues-paying  members  of 
their  organization  and  the  jobs  we  would 
create  for  them  are  not  jobs  which  would 
displace  AFL-CIO  members. 

That  organization,  which  ordinarily 
does  a  magnificent  job  of  representing 
the  best  interest  of  the  working  man,  has 
done  him  a  disservice  in  this  instance, 
and  has  done  the  House  and  Senate  con- 
ferees an  injustice.  I  might  note  that 
the  attacks  on  this  bill  were  made  by  this 
fine  organization  before  the  conference 
report  was  printed.  It  may  be  that  now 
that  it  is  printed  and  that  they  have  had 
an  opportunity  to  read  it  they  can  un- 
derstand that  there  is  a  lot  of  good  in  the 
landmark  bill  we  have  brought  back  to 
the  Senate.  Perhaps  they  will  take  a  dif- 
ferent position.  I  hope  they  will. 

However,  I  am  impressed  by  the  fact 
that  those  telegrams,  inspired  from 
Miami  by  the  AFL-CIO,  did  not  make 
much  of  an  impression  on  the  House, 
which  proceeded  to  agree  to  this  confer- 
ence report  by  a  vote  of  388  to  3.  If  any- 
one thinks  that  the  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  or  any  consid- 
erable segment  of  them  are  stooges  for 
the  labor  organization,  I  believe  it  is  a 
pretty  good  indication,  when  the  House, 
by  a  margin  of  over  99  percent,  seems  to 
have  clearly  ignored  those  communica- 
tions and  to  have  ignored  the  telephone 
calls  of  various  people,  which  were  in- 
spired by  business  agents  and  others  in 


various  States,  telling  them  to  call  their 
Congressmen.  The  House  brushed  those 
communications  aside  and  said,  "No. 
This  is  a  good  bill  for  the  poor,  the  sick, 
the  unfortunate,  and  we  are  going  to  ap- 
prove the  conference  report." 

Mr.  President,  there  have  been  some 
misunderstandings  which  I  believe  we 
would  do  well  to  clear  up.  There  has  been 
much  talk  about  the  provision  in  the  bill 
to  reqiure  a  freeze  of  the  AFDC  case- 
loads. Those  in  the  administration  who 
opposed  the  House  provision  with  respect 
to  this  welfare  freeze  do  not  now  see  the 
danger  or  the  threat  that  they  feared  at 
one  point. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  so  because  we 
have  several  things  in  this  bill  which  off- 
set and  prevent  the  dire  results  that  some 
persons  might  have  anticipated : 

First.  The  conferees  limited  the  appli- 
cation of  the  freeze  to  children  under  the 
age  of  18,  thus  making  this  much  less 
onerous  on  States  which  add  children  18 
to  21  going  to  school. 

Second.  The  conferees  deleted  the  ret- 
roactive feature  of  the  original  House 
freeze,  and  made  it  wholly  prospective 
after  June  of  1968.  This  also  makes  it  less 
onerous  on  the  States. 

Third.  The  freeze  applies  not  to  the  en- 
tire AFDC  population,  but  only  to  those 
whose  parent  is  absent  from  the  home. 
It  seeks  to  take  the  incentive  out  of  ille- 
gitimacy, or  out  of  a  father's  running 
away  from  his  obligations  to  his  children. 

It  does  not  seek  to  limit  any  other 
AFDC  coverage  in  the  States. 

Fourth.  There  are  a  number  of  other 
provisions  in  the  bill  which  operate  to 
relieve  pressure  on  the  AFDC  limit: 

First.  Family  planning  services,  includ- 
ing birth  control  devices  are  to  be  pro- 
vided at  the  option  of  the  recipient. 

However,  the  welfare  department  must 
go  out  and  tell  the  recipients  that  these 
services  are  available.  Today  they  do  not 
have  to  look  for  people  to  aid  with  these 
services.  The  services  are  there  if  some- 
body wishes  to  go  out  to  try  it. 

This  provision  will  help  poor  and  ig- 
norant people  who  have  a  child  year 
after  year.  By  the  time  the  child  reaches 
maturity,  he  would  have  cost  society 
$5,000  if  he  were  one  of  these  illegitimate 
children.  Some  of  these  poor  and  ignor- 
ant people  know  nothing  about  birth  con- 
trol or  family  planning  services.  Under 
this  measure,  it  would  toe  the  duty  of  the 
State  welfare  agency  to  go  out  and  look 
for  these  people  and  explain  what  it  is  all 
about.  We  expect  that  this  will  help  to 
reduce  those  births. 

Second.  The  work  incentive  program 
over  a  period  of  time  will  get  welfare  re- 
cipients into  good  jobs  and  off  of  the  wel- 
fare rolls. 

Third.  Help  States  to  find  runaway 
fathers  and  get  support  payments  from 
them,  and  help  ease  the  welfare  load. 

Mr.  President,  the  combination  of 
these  other  provisions  and  the  conference 
modification  of  the  freeze  itself,  have 
prompted  the  Department  of  Health,  Ed- 
ucation, and  Welfare  to  revise  its  esti- 
mate of  the  savings  expected  from  the 
freeze  downward  from  $18  million  to 
zero.  They  do  not  look  for  any  savings 
from  the  freeze.  Why?  Because  the  Sen- 
ate conferees  were  able  to  get  modifica- 
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tions  in  the  bill  which  tend  to  make  the 
freeze  inapplicable  and  inoperative. 

At  any  rate,  the  freeze  will  not  hurt  a 
single  child.  The  children  will  be  cared 
for.  The  only  difference  is  that  their 
cost  must  be  borne  by  the  States,  if  the 
freeze  ever  does  apply. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  a  freeze  on  the  pro- 
portion of  total  child  population  and  not 
a  freeze  on  the  absolute  number  of  chil- 
dren. As  the  total  population  goes  up  in 
a  State  the  numerical  limit  under  the 
AFDC  freeze  will  also  go  up.  In  essence, 
the  freeze  is  not  a  factor  which  will  save 
Government  money.  This  is  a  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
estimate  by  the  very  able  people  in  the 
Department  who  oppose  the  House  provi- 
sion on  the  freeze.  How  much  do  they  es- 
timate the  Government  will  save?  The 
figure  is  zero. 

Mr.  President,  this  has  been  a  matter 
of  great  pride.  This  is  a  matter  in  which 
people  tend  to  let  pride  carry  them  away 
and  an  impasse  is  created. 

Some  might  contend  that  little  chil- 
dren, the  sick,  and  the  poor  do  not  get 
the  help  and  do  not  receive-the  increases 
to  which  they  are  entitled;  that  people 
are  left  in  poverty  that  should  be  helped. 
That  kind  of  impasse  should  not  be  per- 
mitted to  exist. 

My  mind  goes  back  to  an  unfortunate 
situation  that  developed  several  years 
ago  when  House  conferees  decided  they 
were  going  to  insist  that  all  of  the  Senate 
conferees  from  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations would  have  to  go  to  the 
House  side  of  the  Capitol  building.  The 
Senate  conferees  said  that  that  was 
ridiculous.  The  members  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Appropriations  refused  to 
yield.  For  a  period  of  several  months 
that  impasse  continued  with  the  result 
that  the  business  of  the  Nation  had 
nearly  come  to  a  halt  because  people 
could  not  decide  if  the  House  conferees 
were  going  to  walk  to  the  Senate  side  of 
the  Capitol  or  whether  the  Senate  con- 
ferees were  going  to  walk  to  the  House 
side  of  the  Capitol. 

Mr.  President,  the  people  of  this  Na- 
tion do  not  understand  that  sort  of  van- 
ity. They  think  less  of  us  when  we  dead- 
lock on  something  as  important  as  a 
major  social  security  bill  or  a  revenue 
bill,  because  of  these  distinctions  with- 
out a  difference. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  worked  this 
matter  out  to  where  experts  in  the  De- 
partment are  apparently  no  longer  wor- 
ried about  the  freeze,  and  they  are  the 
people  who  know  the  most  about  it  and 
have  studied  it  and  they  find  we  provide 
all  these  methods  to  relieve  pressure  on 
those  who  need  aid  for  dependent  chil- 
dren. 

We  are  gcing  to  do  more  than  just 
help  the  people.  We  are  going  to  find 
ways  for  them  to  work  on  constructive 
employment  and  improve  their  lot  and 
that  of  the  people  around  them.  When 
they  make  some  money  they  will  be  able 
to  keep  some  of  it,  contrasted  to  prior 
years. 

Mr.  President,  for  those  Senators  de- 
siring a  complete  and  detailed  explana- 
tion of  the  conference  agreement  pro- 
visions, I  ask  unanimous  consent  at  this 


point  in  the  Record  to  insert  a  summary 
of  the  conference  bill  prepared  by  the 
staff  of  the  Senate  Finance  Committee. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  sum- 
mary was  ordered,  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Summary  of  Social  Security  Amendments 
op  1967 

old-age,  survivors,  disability,  and  health 
insurance  programs 

Old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
Increase  in  Social  Security  Benefits 
The  amendments  provide  an  increase  in 
benefit  payments  of  13  percent  for  all  bene- 
ficiaries on  the  social  security  rolls.  The  aver- 
age monthly  benefit  paid  to  a  retired  worker 
with  an  eligible  wife  now  on  the  rolls  is  in- 
creased from  $145  to  $165.  The  minimum 
benefit  for  a  worker  retiring  at  age  65  is  in- 
creased from  $44  to  $55  a  month.  Monthly 
benefits  will  range  from  $55  to  $160.50,  for 
retired  workers  now  on  social  security  rolls 
who  began  to  draw  benefits  at  age  65  or 
later. 

The  amount  of  earnings  subject  to  tax  and 
used  in  the  computation  of  benefits  is  in- 
creased from  $6,600  to  $7,800  in  19G8. 

The  $168  maximum  benefit  (based  on  aver- 
age monthly  earnings  of  $550 — or  $6,600  per 
year)  eventually  payable  under  present  law 
would  be  increased  to  $189.90.  The  increase 
in  the  amount  of  earnings  that  can  be  used 
in  the  benefit  computation  would  result  in  a 
maximum  benefit  of  $218  (based  on  average 
monthly  earnings  of  $650-$7'800  a  year)  in 
the  future.  The  maximum  benefits  payable 
to  a  family  on  a  single  earnings  record  is 
$434.40.  To  qualify  for  the  maximum  re- 
tirement benefits  Just  outlined,  a  wage 
earner  who  retires  at  age  65  in  the  future 
must  have  earned  the  maximum  under  the 
new  earnings  bases  for  a  number  of  years. 

Effective  date. — The  increased  benefits  are 
first  payable  for  the  month  of  February  1968 
and  will  be  reflected  in  checks  received  early 
in  March.  It  is  estimated  that  22.9  million 
people  are  paid  increased  benefits.  More  than 
$3  billion  in  additional  benefits  will  be  paid 
in  the  first  12  months. 

Special  Benefits  for  People  Age  72  and  Over 
The  special  payments  made  to  uninsured 
individuals  aged  72  and  over  are  increased 
from  $35  to  $40  a  month  for  a  single  person 
and  from  $52.50  to  $60  a  month  for  a 
couple. 

Effective  date. — The  increased  benefits  will 
be  first  payable  for  February  1968  and  will 
be  reflected  in  checks  received  in  March 
1968. 

Limitation  on  Wife's  Benefit 

The  amendments  limit  the  wife's  benefit 
to  a  maximum  of  $105  a  month.  The  effect 
of  this  provision  will  not  generally  be  felt 
until  many  years  into  the  f  uture. 

The  Retirement  Test 

The  amendments  provide  for  an  increase 
from  $1,500  to  $1,680  in  the  amount  of  an- 
nual earnings  a  beneficiary  under  age  72 
can  have  without  having  any  benefits  with- 
held. Provision  is  made  for  an  increase  from 
$125  to  $140  in  the  amount  of  monthly  earn- 
ings a  person  can  have  and  still  get  a  bene- 
fit for  the  month.  Tbe  bill  provides  that  $1 
in  benefits  te  withheld  for  each  $2  of 
earnings  between  $1,680  and  $2,880  and  $1  in 
benefits  for  each  $J  in  earnings  above  $2,880. 

Effective  date. — The  prevision  is  effective 
for  earnings  in  1668.  It  is  estimated  that 
about  $175  million  In  additional  benefits 
would  be  paid  for  1968  to  760,000  people. 
Benefits  for  Disabled  Widows  and  Widowers 

The  amendments  provide  for  the  payment 
of  monthly  benefits  to  certain  disabled 
widows  and  widowers  of  deceased  workers 
who  are  between  the  ages  of  50  and  62.  If  a 
disabled  widow  or  widower  first  receives 
benefits  at  age  50,  then  the  benefit  would 


be  50  percent  of  the  primary  insurance 
amount.  The  amount  payable  would  increase 
up  to  82  y2  percent  of  the  primary  insur- 
ance amount,  depending  on  the  age  at  which 
benefits  began.  The  reduction  would  con- 
tinue to  apply  to  benefits  which  were  paid 
after  the  recipient  reached  age  62. 

A  widow  or  widower  would  be  deemed  dis- 
abled only  if  the  disability  is  one  that,  under 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  would 
preclude  any  gainful  activity. 

To  be  eligible  for  the  benefits,  the  widow 
or  widower  must  have  become  totally  dis- 
abled not  later  than  7  years  after  the 
spouse's  death,  or  in  the  case  of  a  widowed 
mother,  before  the  end  of  her  benefits  as  a 
mother  or  within  7  years  thereafter. 

Effective  date. — About  65,000  .  disabled 
widows  and  widowers  could  be  eligible  for 
benefits  and  about  $60  million  in  benefits 
would  be  paid  during  the  first  12  months  of 
operation.  Benefits  would  be  payable  start- 
ing for  February  1968. 

Dependency  of  a  Child  on  the  Mother 

The  amendments  provide  that  a  child  will 
be  considered  dependent  on  the  mother 
under  the  same  conditions  that  he  is  now 
considered  dependent  on  the  father.  As  a  re- 
sult, a  child  could  be  entitled  to  benefits  if 
the  mother  was  either  fully  or  currently  in- 
sured at  the  time  she  died,  retired,  or  became 
disabled.  Under  present  law  a  mother  must 
have  currently  insured  status  (six  cut  of  the 
last  13  quarters  ending  with  death,  retire- 
ment, or  disability)  unless  she  was  actually 
supporting  the  child. 

Effective  date. — Benefits  will  be  payable 
beginning  for  February  1968.  It  is  estimated 
that  175,000  children  will  be  eligible  for  bene- 
fits and  that  $83  million  in  additional  bene- 
fits will  be  payable  in  the  first  12  months. 
Insured  Status  for  Workers  Disabled  While 
Young 

The  amendments  will  allow  a  worker  who 
becomes  disabled  before  the  age  of  31  to 
qualify  for  disability  insurance  if  he  worked 
in  one-half  of  the  quarters  between  the  time 
he  is  21  and  the  time  he  is  disabled,  or  al- 
ternatively, if  he  is  under  24,  works  in  six 
quarters  out  of  the  last  12.  This  requirement 
would  be  an  alternative  to  the  present  re- 
quirement that  the  worker  must  have  had  a 
total  of  5  years  out  of  the  last  10  years  in 
covered  employment. 

Effective  date. — Benefits  would  be  payable 
for  February  1968  on  the  basis  of  applica- 
tions filed  in  or  after  December  1967. 

Additional  Wage  Credits  for  Servicemen 

For  social  security  benefit  purposes,  the 
amendments  wiil  provide  that  in  the  future 
the  pay  of  a  person  in  the  uniformed  service 
would  be  deemed  to  be  $100  a  month  more 
than  his  basic  pay.  The  additional  cost  of 
paying  the  benefits  resulting  from  this  pro- 
vision would  be  paid  out  of  general  revenues. 
Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund 

The  amendments  increase  the  percentage 
of  taxable  wages  appropriated  to  the  dis- 
ability insurance  trust  fund  (now  at  0.70  of 
1  percent)  to  0.95  of  1  percent  and  would 
increase  -the  percentage  oi  self-employment 
income  (now  at  0.525  of  1  percent)  to  0.7125 
of  1  percent. 

Extension  of  Retroactivity  of  Disability 
Applications 

Tne  amendments  allow  a  longer  period  of 
time  after  termination  of  disability  for  the 
filing  cf  a  disability  freeze  application  by  an 
individual  whose  mental  or  physical  dis- 
ability interfered  with  his  filing  a  timely 
application.  This  would  enable  workers  who 
are  totally  disabled  over  an  extended  period 
but  fail  to  file  timely  applications  to  never- 
theless have  the  period  of  disability  frozen, 
and  thus  not  counted  against  them  in  sub- 
sequent determinations  as  to  whether  they 
are  insured  for  social  security  benefits  or  the 
amount  of  such  benefits. 
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The  provision,  however,  does  not  apply  to 
monthly  disability  benefits. 
Children  Adopted  by  Disability  Beneficiaries 

The  amendments  provide  that  a  child 
adopted  by  a  person  who  Is  getting  disability 
benefits  can  become  entitled  to  benefits  if 
(a)  the  adoption  takes  place  in  the  United 
States,  (b)  it  was  under  the  supervision  of 
a  public  or  private  child-placement  agency, 
(e)  the  disabled  individual  had  resided  in 
the  United  States  for  the  year  prior  to  the 
adoption,  and  (<t)  the  child  is  under  18  at 
the  time  of  adoption. 

Effective  date. — The  provision  is  effective 
for  benefits  for  February  1968  based  on  appli- 
cations filed  in  and  after  December  1967. 
Coverage  of  Ministers 

The  amendments  permit  a  clergyman 
(other  than  members  of  religious  orders  who 
have  taken  a  vow  of  poverty)  to  elect  not  to 
be  covered  if  he  is  conscientiously  opposed 
to  social  security  coverage,  or  if  he  opposes 
such  coverage  on  grounds  of  religious 
principle. 

Coverage  of  State  and  Local  Employees  In- 
eligible for  Membership  in  a  State  Retire- 
ment System 

The  amendments  facilitate  social  security 
coverage  for  workers  in  positions  under  a 
State  or  local  government  retirement  system 
who  are  not  eligible  to  join  the  system. 
Under  present  law,  these  workers  cannot  be 
covered  under  socia1  security  in  connection 
with  the  procedure  for  extending  coverage 
to  members  of  a  retirement  system  by  means 
of  the  provision  permitting  specified  States 
to  cover  only  those  members  of  a  retirement 
system  who  desire  coverage.  The  amendments 
would  permit  these  workers  to  be  covered 
under  this  procedure. 

State  and  Local  Coverage  in  Illinois 

The  amendments  add  Illinois  to  the  list 
of  States  (19  under  present  law)  which  are 
permitted  to  extend  social  security  coverage 
to  those  current  members  of  a  State  or  local 
retirement  system  who  desire  coverage,  with 
all  future  employees  being  compulsorily 
covered. 

Firemen  in  Puerto  Rico 
The  amendments  add  Puerto  Rico  to  the 
list  of  States  which  may  provide  social  secu- 
rity coverage  for  policemen  and  firemen. 
Firemen  in  Nebraska 
The  amendments  validate  social  security 
coverage  for  certain  firemen  in  Nebraska  for 
whom  social  security  taxes  were  erroneously 
paid. 

Coverage  of  Firemen 
The  amendments  provide  that  social  secu- 
rity coverage  can  be  extended  to  firemen  in 
States  not  specifically  granted  that  right  if 
the  Governor  of  the  State  certifies  that  the 
total  benefit  protection  of  firemen  would  be 
improved  as  a  result.  However,  the  divided 
retirement  system  could  not  be  used  and  the 
firemen  would  have  to  be  brought  into  cover- 
age as  a  separate  group  and  not  as  part  of 
a  group  which  includes  persons  other  than 
firemen. 

Coverage  for  Erroneously  Reported  Former 
State  or  Local  Government  Employees 
The  amendments  permit  a  State,  when  it 
provides  retroactive  coverage  for  a  coverage 
group  under  a  modification  of  the  State's 
agreement,  to  provide  retroactive  coverage 
for  former  employees  of  the  coverage  group 
with  respect  to  earnings  that  previously  had 
been  erroneously  reported  for  them  for  quar- 
ters in  the  retroactive  period,  if  no  refund 
has  been  made  of  the  taxes  paid  on  the 
erroneously  reported  earnings. 
State  and  Local  Employees  Receiving  Fees 
The  amendments  modify  the  social  secu- 
rity coverage  provisions  applying  to  State 
and  local  government  employees  who  are 
compensated  solely  on  a  fee  basis  (such  as 


constables  and  justices  of  the  peace) .  Under 
present  law,  fee-basis  employees,  like  other 
State  and  local  government  employees,  may 
be  covered  only  under  a  State  coverage  agree- 
ment. Under  the  amendments,  in  the  case 
of  employees  who  are  compensated  solely  on 
a  fee  basis,  fees  received  after  1967  which  are 
not  covered  under  a  State  agreement  would 
be  covered  under  the  self-employment  provi- 
sions of  law,  except  that  people  in  fee-basis 
positions  in  1968  could  elect  not  to  have 
their  fees  covered  under  the  self -employment 
provisions.  Under  the  amendments  a  State 
could,  as  under  present  law,  modify  its  cov- 
erage agreement  to  provide  coverage  for  fee- 
basis  employees  as  employees.  However,  un- 
like present  law,  the  amendments  permit 
States  to  remove  from  coverage  under  its 
agreement  persons  who  are  compensated 
solely  on  a  fee  basis. 

Family  Employment 
The  amendments  extend  social  security 
coverage  to  employment  performed  in  the 
private  home  of  the  employer  by  a  parent 
in  the  employ  of  his  son  or  daughter.  The 
employment  would  be  covered  if  the  son  or 
daughter  is  (a)  a  widow  or  widower  with  a 
child  under  age  18  or  a  disabled  child  or  (b) 
a  person  with  such  a  child  who  either  is  di- 
vorced or  has  a  disabled  spouse.  The  amend- 
ments would  continue  to  exclude  from  cov- 
erage employment  performed  in  a  private 
home  by  a  parent  when  these  conditions  are 
not  met,  employment  of  a  child  under  age 
21  by  his  parent,  and  employment  of  a  hus- 
band or  wife  by  the  spouse. 
Employees  of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
Authority 

The  amendments  permit  the  State  of  Mas- 
sachusetts to  modify  its  agreement  for  social 
security  coverage  so  as  to  exclude  employees 
of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority 
who  are  in  positions  being  brought  Into  a 
new  State  retirement  system. 

Children  Adopted  by  Surviving  Spouse 

The  amendments  permit  a  child  adopted 
by  a  surviving  spouse  to  get  benefits  even 
though  the  adoption  is  not  completed  within 
2  years  after  the  worker's  death,  if  adoption 
proceedings  had  begun  before  the  worker 
died. 

Effective  date. — The  provision  would  be 
effective  for  monthly  benefits  for  February 
1968  based  on  applications  filed  in  and  after 
December  1967. 

Recovery  of  Overpayments 

The  amendments  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  HEW  to  recover  overpaid  benefits  by  re- 
quiring the  overpaid  beneficiary  or  his  estate 
to  refund  the  overpayment  or  by  withhold- 
ing the  benefits  payable  to  him,  his  estate 
or  to  any  other  person  entitled  to  benefits 
on  the  same  earnings  record.  (Under  present 
law,  overpayments  may  be  recovered  from 
the  overpaid  person  while  he  is  getting  bene- 
fits, but  recovery  may  not  be  made  from  any 
other  person  getting  benefits  on  the  same 
account.  There  is  no  specific  provision  for  re- 
covering an  overpayment  while  the  benefi- 
ciary is  alive  if  he  is  not  getting  benefits.) 
Benefits  Paid  on  Basis  of  Erroneous  Reports 
of  Death  in  Military  Service 

The  amendments  provide  that  all  benefits 
paid  on  the  basis  of  official  reports  of  death 
in  military  service  issued  by  the  Department 
of  Defense  will  be  considered  lawful  pay- 
ments even  though  it  is  later  determined  that 
the  person  who  was  reported  dead  is  still 
alive. 

Effective  date. — The  provision  will  apply 
to  all  payments  made  to  payees  who  get 
benefits  for  December  1967  or  later. 
Underpayments 

The  amendments  provide  that  amounts 
due  under  the  supplementary  medical  Insur- 
ance program  after  the  beneficiary's  death 
be  paid  to  the  person,  who  paid  for  the  serv- 


ices, either  before  or  after  the  beneficiary's 
death,  or  to  the  person  who  provided  the 
services.  (If  the  person  who  paid  for  the 
services  is  the  decedent,  the  payment  would 
be  made  to  the  legal  representative  of  his 
estate  if  there  is  one.)  Otherwise  the  bene- 
fits will  be  paid  under  the  following  uni- 
form order  of  payment  for  both  cash  bene- 
fits and  part  B  benefits: 

1.  Spouse  living  with  the  Individual  at 
time  of  his  death  or  to  the  spouse  not  living 
with  individual  but  entitled  to  benefits  on 
the  same  earnings  record. 

2.  Child  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same 
earnings  record. 

3.  Parent  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same 
earnings  record. 

4.  Spouse  who  was  neither  entitled  to 
benefits  on  the  same  earnings  record  nor 
living  with  the  individual. 

5.  Child  not  entitled  to  benefits  on  the 
same  earnings  record. 

6.  Parent  not  entitled  to  benefits  on  the 
same  earnings  record. 

7.  Legal  representative  of  the  individual's 
estate,  if  any. 

Simplification  of  Benefit  Computation 

Where  wages  earned  before  1951  are  used 
to  compute  social  security  benefits,  the 
amendments  allow  certain  assumptions  to 
be  made  so  that  the  benefit  could  be  com- 
puted by  use  of  electronic  data  processing 
equipment. 

Definitions  of  "Widow,"  "Widower,"  and 
"Stepchild" 

The  amendments  provide  a  change  in  the 
definition  of  "widow,"  "widower,"  and  "step- 
child" so  that  they  will  be  considered  as 
such  for  social  security  purposes  if  the  mar- 
riage existed  for  9  months,  or,  in  case  of 
death  in  line  of  duty  in  the  uniformed  serv- 
ice, and  in  case  of  accidental  death,  if  the 
marriage  existed  for  3  months,  unless  It  is 
determined  that  the  deceased  individual 
could  not  have  reasonably  been  expected  to 
live  for  9  months  at  the  time  the  marriage 
occurred.  Under  present  law  a  marriage  must 
have  existed  for  12  months. 
Requirements  for  Husband's  and  Widower's 
Insurance  Benefits 

The  amendments  eliminate  the  require- 
ment in  present  law  that  a  dependent  hus- 
band or  widower  may  become  entitled  to 
social  security  benefits  on  his  wife's  earnings 
only  if  his  wife  Is  currently  insured  at  the 
time  she  died,  became  disabled,  or  retired. 
Disability  Benefits  Affected  by  the  Receipt  of 
Workmen's  Compensation 

The  amendments  modify  the  provisions  In 
present  law  for  determining  the  amount  of 
combined  social  security  and  workmen's  com- 
pensation benefits  that  can  be  paid  when  a 
disabled  worker  Is  eligible  under  both  pro- 
grams. In  cases  where  social  security  disa- 
bility benefits  are  subject  to  reduction  be- 
cause the  combined  benefits  would  otherwise 
exceed  80  percent  of  the  disabled  worker's 
average  current  earnings,  the  computation 
of  average  earnings  can  include  earnings  in 
excess  of  the  annual  amount  taxable  under 
social  security. 

Extension  of  Time  for  Filing  Reports  of 
Earnings 

The  amendments  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to  grant 
an  extension  of  the  time  in  which  a  person 
may  file  the  report  of  earnings  required  for 
retirement  test  purposes  if  there  is  a  valid 
reason  for  his  not  filing  it  on  time.  Permis- 
sion to  file  a  late  report  may  be  given  in 
advance  of  the  date  on  which  the  report  is 
to  be  filed. 

Penalty  for  Failure  to  File  Timely  Reports 
of  Earnings 
The  amendments  eliminate  the  possibility 
of  imposing  on  a  person,  who  does  not  file 
a  timely  report  of  earnings  under  the  retire- 
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merit  test,  a  penalty  which  exceeds  the 
amount  of  benefits  which  should  have  been 
withheld. 

limitation  on  Payment  of  Benefits  to  Aliens 
Outside  the  United  States 

The  amendments  would  modify  the  pro- 
visions of  present  law  under  which  an  alien 
who  Is  outside  the  United  States  for  6  con- 
secutive months  has  his  benefits  withheld 
under  certain  conditions,  so  that,  for  pur- 
poses of  the  6-month  provision,  an  alien  who 
Is  outside  the  United  States  for  more  than 
30  days  will  be  considered  outside  the  United 
States  until  he  returns  to  the  United  States 
for  30  consecutive  days  within  6  months  after 
he  leaves  the  country. 

The  amendments  add  a  provision  under 
which  generally  a  person  who  is  not  a  cit- 
izen of  the  United  States  is  outside  the 
United  States  for  6  months  or  more  could 
be  paid  benefits  only  If  he  is  a  citizen  of  a 
country  that  provides  reciprocity  under  its 
social  security  system  for  the  payment  of 
benefits  to  U.S.  citizens  who  are  living  out- 
side that  country.  (Payments  would  con- 
tinue to  be  made  under  certain  circum- 
stances to  a  person  who  is  a  citizen  of  a 
country  that  has  no  generally  applicable  so- 
cial security  system.) 

Also,  benefits  would  not  be  payable  to  an 
alien  living  In  a  country  in  which  the  Treas- 
ury has  suspended  payments.  Any  amounts 
currently  accumulated  for  aliens  now  living 
in  countries  where  payment  cannot  be  made 
would  be  limited  to  12  monthly  benefits. 

Effective  date — The  provisions  will  be  ef- 
fective after  June  30,  1968. 

Advisory  Council  on  Social  Security 

The  amendments  modify  the  provisions  of 
present  law  relating  to  the  time  at  which 
Advisory  Councils  are  appointed  and  issue 
reports  to  provide  that  the  Advisory  Councils 
be  appointed  at  any  time  after  January  31 
In  1969  and  every  4  years  thereafter.  As  In 
present  law  each  Council  would  report  to  the 
Secretary  not  later  than  the  first  day  of  the 
second  year  following  the  year  in  which  it  Is 
appointed.  The  final  report  of  each  Council, 
however,  must  Include  any  interim  reports 
the  Council  may  have  issued. 

Disclosure  to  Courts  of  Whereabouts  of 
Certain  Individuals 

The  amendments  require  the  Social  Se- 
curity Administration  to  furnish  an  appro- 
priate court  with  the  most  recent  address  of 
a  deserting  father  if  the  court  wishes  the  in- 
formation In  connection  with  a  support  order 
for  a  child.  Such  information  would  be  fur- 
nished to  both  courts  in  interstate  support 
actions. 

Payments  to  Certain  Illegitimate  Children 
The  amendments  provide  that  benefits  pay- 
able to  Illegitimate  children  who  become  en- 
titled to  benefits  in  the  future  under  a  pro- 
vision contained  in  the  1965  amendments 
can  not  exceed  the  difference  between  the 
total  amounts  payable  to  other  persons  and 
the  family  maximum  amount.  The  benefits 
payable  to  a  person  on  the  effective  date  of 
the  1965  amendments  which  were  reduced 
because  a  child  became  entitled  to  benefits 
under  the  1965  amendment  will  not  be  re- 
duced in  the  future  nor  will  the  benefits 
payable  to  persons  on  the  rolls  on  the  effec- 
tive date  of  the  1967  amendments  be  re- 
duced. 

Report  of  Board  of  Trustees 
The  amendments  change  the  date  on  which 
the  annual  report  of  the  trustees  of  the  social 
security  trust  funds  is  due  from  March  1 
to  April  1.  Also,  the  report  is  to  contain  a 
separate  actuarial  analysis  of  the  benefit  dis- 
bursements made  from  the  old-age  and  sur- 
vivors Insurance  trust  fund  with  respect  to 
disabled  beneficiaries. 

Expedited  Benefit  Payments 
The  amendments  establish  special  proce- 
dures to  expedite  the  payment  of  benefits. 
The  new  procedures  would  go  Into  effect  after 


June  30,  1968,  but  would  not  apply  to  dis- 
ability benefits  or  negotiated  checks. 

Attorney's  Pees 

The  amendments  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  HEW  to  fix  a  reasonable  fee  for  the  services 
provided  before  the  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration for  an  applicant  for  social  secu- 
rity benefits  by  an  attorney  and  to  pay  such 
attorney's  fee  out  of  past-due  benefits.  The 
fee  could  not  exceed  the  smaller  of:  (a) 
25  percent  of  the  past-due  benefits,  (b)  the 
fee  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  or  (c)  an  amount 
agreed  to  by  the  applicant  and  the  attorney. 
Exclusion  of  Emergency  Services  by  State  and 
Local  Employees 

The  amendments  would  mandatorily  ex- 
clude from  social  security  coverage  services 
performed  for  a  State  or  local  government 
by  workers  hired  on  a  temporary  basis  in  case 
of  emergencies  such  as  fire,  storm,  flood,  or 
earthquake. 

Election  Officials  and  Election  Workers 

The  amendments  would  permit  a  State  to 
exclude  from  social  security  coverage,  pro- 
spectively, service  performed  by  election 
workers  and  election  officials  if  they  are  paid, 
for  such  services,  less  than  $50  in  a  calendar 
quarter.  The  exclusion  could  be  taken  for 
the  election  officials  and  workers  of  the  State 
or  any  of  its  political  subdivisions  either  at 
the  time  coverage  Is  extended  to  employees  of 
the  State  or  the  subdivision  or  at  a  later 
date. 

Social  Security  Tax — Retirement  Plans 
The  amendments  exclude  from  the  defini- 
tion of  wages  subject  to  social  security  taxes 
certain  payments  made  under  plans  estab- 
lished by  employers  and  made  to  the  em- 
ployee or  his  dependents  upon  retirement, 
death,  or  disability. 

Definition  of  Disability 
The  amendments  provide  a  more  detailed 
definition  of  disability  for  workers  than  is 
now  In  the  law.  Guidelines  would  be  provided 
under  which  a  person  could  be  determined  to 
be  disabled  only  If  he  Is  unable  to  engage  In 
any  kind  of  substantial  gainful  work  which 
exists  in  the  national  economy,  even  though 
such  work  does  not  exist  in  the  general  area 
in  which  he  lives.  A  special  more  restrictive 
definition  would  apply  to  widows  and 
widowers. 

Definition  of  Blindness 
The  definition  of  disability  due  to  blind- 
ness is  changed  so  that  a  person  who  Is  "In- 
dustrially blind"  (i.e.,  visual  acuity  of  20/200 
or  less  corrected  or  a  visual  field  of  20  degrees 
or  less)  is  disabled  rather  than  one  who  has 
visual  acuity  of  5/200  or  less  corrected. 
Time  for  Piling  Applications  for  Exemption 
Prom  Self-Employment  Tax  by  Amish 
The  amendments  permit  members  of  a  re- 
ligious sect  which  Is  opposed  to  social  insur- 
ance to  file  an  application  for  exemption 
from  the  self -employment  tax  by  December 
31,  1968,  If  the  person  has  self -employment 
income  for  years  ending  before  December  31, 
1967.  If  he  first  receives  self-employment  in- 
come in  later  years,  the  application  would  be 
timely  if  filed  by  the  due  date  for  the  In- 
come tax  return  for  the  year  in  question. 
However,  in  these  latter  cases,  the  amend- 
ment also  provides  that  valid  applications 
may  be  filed  within  3  months  following  the 
month  in  which  the  person  is  notified  in 
writing  by  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  that 
a  timely  application  has  not  been  filed. 
Retirement  Income  of  Retired  Partners 
The  amendments  provide  that  certain 
partnerships  income  of  retired  partners 
would  not  be  taxed  or  credited  for  social 
security  purposes. 

Hospital  Insurance  Contributions  by  Persons 
Employed  Both  Under  Social  Security  and 
Railroad  Retirement 

The  amendments  provide  that,  beginning 
with  1968,  persons  employed  both  under  the 


social  security  and  railroad  retirement  pro- 
grams who  pay  hospital  Insurance  contribu- 
tions on  combined  wages  which  are  In  excess 
of  the  taxable  wage  base  would  be  entitled  to 
a  refund  of  the  excess  contributions. 
General  Savings  Provision 
The  amendments  provide  that  when  an 
additional  person  becomes  entitled  to  bene- 
fits as  a  result  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967,  the  benefit  paid  to  any  other 
person  on  the  same  account  would  not  be 
reduced  by  the  family  maximum  provision 
because  the  new  person  became  entitled  to 
benefits. 

Health  insurance  benefits 
Payment  of  Physician  Bills  Under  the  Sup- 
plementary Medical  Insurance  Program 
Under  present  law,  payment  may  be  made 
only  upon  assignment  to  the  physican  or 
to  the  patient  upon  presentation  of  a  re- 
ceipted bill.  The  amendment  would  permit 
payment  either  to  the  patient  on  the  basis 
of  an  itemized  bill  (which  could  be  either 
receipted  or  unpaid)  or  to  the  physician  un- 
der the  present  assignment  method.  This 
provision  would  make  it  possible  for  patients 
to  pay  their  medical  bills  without  depleting 
their  savings  or  resorting  to  loans. 
Payment  for  Services  in  Nonparticipating 
Hospitals 

Under  existing  law  payments  can  be  made 
to  participating  hospitals  and,  in  an  emer- 
gency case,  to  a  nonparticipating  hospital 
which  met  certain  standards,  only  if  the 
hospital  agreed  to  accept  the  reasonable  costs 
allowed  by  medicare  as  full  payment  for  the 
services  rendered. 

For  the  period  ending  December  31,  1967, 
the  amendment  would  permit  direct  reim- 
bursement to  an  Individual  who  was  fur- 
nished nonemergency  or  emergency  hospital 
services  in  certain  nonparticipating  hospi- 
tals. This  transitional  coverage  would  not 
extend  to  admissions  after  1967.  Payment 
would  be  limited  to  80  percent  of  the  hospi- 
tal ancillary  charges  and  60  percent  of  the 
room  and  board  charges,  for  up  to  20  days 
in  each  spell  of  illness  (subject  to  the  $40 
deductible  and  other  statutory  limitations 
of  payment)  if  the  hospital  did  not  formally 
participate  in  medicare  before  January  1, 
1969.  If  It  did  participate  in  medicare  before 
that  date  and  If  it  applied  its  utilization  re- 
view plan  to  the  servces  it  provided  before 
its  regular  participation  started,  up  to  the 
full  90  days  of  coverage  could  be  reimbursed. 
Thus,  there  would  be  an  incentive  for  non- 
participating  hospitals  to  participate  because 
participation  is  a  condition  for  covering  past 
services  beyond  20  days  as  well  as  a  condition 
for  future  coverage. 

A.  similar  provision  would  continue  after 
January  1,  1968,  for  emergency  care  but  only 
as  an  alternative  to  the  other  method  of 
covering  such  care.  Hospitals  could  apply  for 
payment  for  a  period  of  up  to  150  d'  7s,  or,  if 
the  hospital  did  not  apply,  the  patient  could 
obtain  payment  on  the  basis  of  60  percent 
of  room  and  board  charges  and  80  percent  of 
ancillary  services  charges. 

A  new  definition  for  hospitals  eligible 
under  these  transitional  and  emergency  care 
porivisions  is  provided.  Under  it,  a  qualifying 
hospital  must  have  a  full-time  nursing  serv- 
ice, be  licensed  as  a  hospital,  and  be  pri- 
marily engaged  in  providing  medical  care 
under  the  supervision  of  a  doctor  of  medicine 
or  osteopathy.  This  definition  would  apply 
back  to  July  1,  1966,  so  that  some  hospitals 
which  would  otherwise  be  ineligible  to  re- 
ceive payment  for  emergency  services  may 
receive  such  payments  in  behalf  of  bene- 
ficiaries back  to  the  beginning  of  the  pro- 
gram provided  they  apply  for  them.  If  they 
do  not  apply  for  reimbursement,  the  patient 
could  be  paid  under  other  provisions. 

This  provision  would  afford  financial  re- 
lief to  those  medicare  beneficiaries  who  have 
received  services  in  certain  nonparticipat- 
ing hospitals  starting  July  1966,  sometimes 
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entering  such  hospitals  without  realizing  the 
services  would  not  be  covered  under  medi- 
care. 

Payment  Under  the  Medical  Insurance  Pro- 
gram for  Noncovered  Hospital  Ancillary 
Services 

The  amendments  add  a  provision  which 
permits  payment  under  the  medical  Insur- 
ance program  for  presently  noncovered  ancil- 
lary hosiptal  and  extended  care  facility  serv- 
ices, principally  X-ray  and  laboratory  serv- 
ices furnished  after  the  patient  has  been 
covered  for  the  full  period  of  hospital  eligi- 
bility. Under  prior  law  if  a  person  is  in  a  hos- 
pital or  extended  care  facility  qualified  to 
participate  under  medicare,  payment  may 
not  be  made  for  services  which  could  be  paid 
for  under  part  B  if  not  received  in  a  quali- 
fied hospital  or  extended  care  facility.  As  a 
result,  sometimes  the  services  are  not  covered 
under  either  part  B  or  part  A.  The  amend- 
ment will  allow  payment  to  be  made  for  serv- 
ices ordinarily  not  paid  for  under  part  B, 
wherever  part  A  payments  could  not  be 
made,  if  the  appropriate  hospital  or  indepen- 
dent laboratory  standards  are  met.  Payment 
will  be  made  to  participating  providers  under 
the  usual  part  B  provisions  applying  to  the 
$50  deductible  and  20  percent  coinsurance. 
Limitation  on  Special  Reduction  in  Allow- 
able Days  of  Inpatient  Hospital  Services 

The  limitation  on  payment  of  hospital  in- 
surance benefits  during  the  first  spell  of  ill- 
ness for  an  individual  who  is  an  inpatient  of 
a  psychiatric  hospital  at  the  time  he  becomes 
entitled  to  benefits  under  the  hospital  in- 
surance program  will  be  made  inapplicable 
to  benefits  for  services  in  a  general  hospital 
if  the  services  are  not  primarily  for  the  diag- 
nosis or  treatment  of  mental  illness.  The 
amendments  also  remove  tuberculosis  hospi- 
tals from  the  provision  in  present  law  under 
which  days  in  a  tuberculosis  institution  im- 
mediately before  entitlement  to  hospital  in- 
surance are  counted  against  the  days  of  cov- 
erage an  individual  would  otherwise  have. 
In  effect,  the  change  makes  an  individual's 
entitlement  to  hospital  insurance  benefits 
the  same  if  he  received  hospital  services  in 
a  tuberculosis  hospital  as  it  would  be  if  he 
received  services  in  a  general  hospital. 
Payment  for  Blood 

The  definition  of  "blood"  is  broadened  to 
include  packed  red  blood  cells  as  well  as 
whole  blood  and  the  application  of  the 
3-pint  deductible  provision  under  the  hos- 
pital plan  is  also  extended  to  the  supple- 
mentary medical  insurance  program. 
Services  of  Podiatrists 

The  amendments  include  within  the  defi- 
nition of  physician  a  doctor  of  podiatry,  but 
only  with  respect  to  functions  he  is  author- 
ized to  perform  by  the  State  in  which  he 
practices.  No  payment  will  be  made  for  rou- 
tine foot  care  whether  performed  by  a  po- 
diatrist or  a  medical  doctor. 

Physical  Therapy 

The  amendments  extend  the  provisions  of 
present  law  to  include  outpatient  physical 
therapy  services  furnished  by  physical  ther- 
apists employed  by  or  under  an  agreement 
with  and  under  the  supervision  of  hospitals 
and  other  providers  of  services  as  well  as 
approved  clinics,  rehabilitation  centers  and 
local  public  health  agencies.  Additionally, 
the  patient  would  not  have  to  be  home- 
bound  for  the  physical  therapy  services  to  be 
covered. 

Supplementary  Medical  Insurance  Enroll- 
ment Periods 
The  amendments  add  a  provision,  effective 
January  1,  1969,  under  whch  the  general  en- 
rollment periods  of  the  supplementary 
medical  insurance  program  will  be  placed  on 
an  annual  basis  and  run  from  January  1  to 
March  31,  rather  than  October  1  to  December 
31  of  each  odd-numbered  year.  The  Secretary 
would  determine  and  promulgate  during  De- 


cember of  each  year  the  premium  rate  which 
would  be  applicable  for  a  12-month  period  to 
begin  the  following  July  1.  When  the  Sec- 
retary promulgates  a  rate  for  part  B,  he  also 
is  required  to  issue  a  public  statement 
setting  forth  the  actuarial  assumptions  and 
bases  upon  which  he  arrived  at  the  rate. 

Persons  wishing  to  disenroll  could  do  so 
at  any  time,  but  such  termination  would  not 
take  effect  until  the  close  of  the  calendar 
quarter  following  the  quarter  in  which  the 
notice  was  filed. 

Additional  Days  of  Hospital  Care 

Each  medicare  beneficiary  will  be  provided 
with  a  lifetime  reserve  of  60  days  of  hospital 
care  after  the  90  days  covered  in  a  "spell  of 
illness"  have  been  exhausted.  Coinsurance  of 
$20  for  each  day  would  be  applicable  to  such 
added  days  of  coverage. 

Incentive  Reimbursement  Experimentation 
The  Secretary  of  HEW  is  authorized  to  ex- 
periment with  various  methods  of  reimburse- 
ment to  organizations,  Institutions,  and  phy- 
sicians, on  a  voluntary  basis,  participating 
under  medicare,  medicaid,  and  the  child 
health  programs  which  offer  Incentives  for 
keeping  costs  of  the  program  down  while 
maintaining  quality  of  care. 
Study  of  Drug  Proposals  and  Retirement  Test 
The  Secretary  of  HEW  Is  required  to  study 
and  report  to  the  Congress,  prior  to  January 
1,  1969,  the  savings  which  might  accrue  to 
the  Government  and  the  effects  on  the  health 
professions  and  on  all  elements  of  the  drug 
industry  which  might  result  from  enactment 
of  two  proposals  relating  to  drugs:  (1)  a 
proposal  to  cover  prescription  drugs  under 
medicare,  and  (2)  a  proposal  to  establish, 
through  a  formulary  committee,  quality  and 
cost  control  standards  for  drugs  provided 
under  the  various  programs  of  the  Social 
Security  Act.  The  Secretary  is  also  to  study 
ways  to  improve  the  earnings  test  under 
social  security  and  the  feasibility  of  in- 
creasing payments  to  those  who  delay  their 
retirement  after  age  65. 

Physician  Certification 
The  requirement  of  physician  certification 
of  the  medical  necessity  for  hospital  out- 
patient services  and  admissions  to  general 
hospitals  is  removed.  Such  services  and  ad- 
missions are  almost  always  medically  nec- 
essary. The  change  will  simplify  adminis- 
tration of  the  program  by  eliminating  un- 
necessary paperwork. 

Transfer  of  Outpatient  Hospital  Services  to 
the  Supplementary  Medical  Insurance  Pro- 
gram 

The  amendments  transfer  hospital  out- 
patient diagnostic  services  from  the  hospital 
insurance  program  to  the  supplementary 
medical  insurance  program.  The  effect  of  the 
change  is  that  all  hospital  outpatient  bene- 
fits will  be  covered  under  the  supplementary 
medical  insurance  program  and  thus  subject 
to  the  deductible  ($50  a  year)  and  coinsur- 
ance features  (20  percent).  This  provision 
simplifies  the  procedure  for  paying  benefits 
for  hospital  outpatients  by  making  such  pay- 
ments subject  to  a  single  set  of  rules  for  de- 
termining patient  eligibility,  patient  and 
medicare  liability  and  trust  fund  account- 
ability. 

Hospital  Billing  for  Outpatient  Services 
Hospitals  will  be  permitted,  as  an  alter- 
native to  the  present  procedure,  to  collect 
small  charges  (if  not  more  than  $50)  for  out- 
patient hospital  services  from  the  beneficiary 
without  submitting  a  bill  to  medicare. (The 
amounts  collected  would  be  counted  as  ex- 
penses reimbursable  to  the  beneficiary  un- 
der the  medical  insurance  plan.)  The  pay- 
ments due  the  hospitals  would  be  com- 
puted at  Intervals  to  assure  that  the  hospital 
received  its  final  reimbursement  on  a  cost 
basis.  This  provision  will,  bring  the  require- 
ments of  the  medicare  program  more  closely 
into  conformity  with  the  usual  billing  prac- 
tices of  hospitals. 


Radiologists'  and  Pathologists'  Services 
The  amendments  permit  payment  of  full 
reasonable  charges  for  radiological  or  patho- 
logical services  furnished  by  physicians  to 
hospital  inpatients.  Under  present  law,  a  20 
percent  coinsurance  factor  is  applicable  as  is 
also  the  $50  deductible  if  it  is  not  met  by 
other  medical  expenses.  This  provision  im- 
proves the  protection  of  the  program  as  well 
as  facilitating  beneficiary  understanding.  It 
will  simplify  hospital  and  intermediary  han- 
dling of  medicare  claims  by  bringing  the  re- 
quirements of  the  medicare  program  more 
closely  in  line  with  the  usual  billing  prac- 
tices of  hospitals  and  the  payment  methods 
of  private  insurance. 

Payment  for  Portable  X-ray  Services 
The  amendments  permit  payment  for  diag- 
nostic X-rays  taken  in  a  patient's  home  or 
In  a  nursing  home.  These  services  will  be 
covered  under  the  supplementary  medical 
insurance  program  if  they  are  provided  under 
the  supervision  of  a  physician  and  are  per- 
formed under  proper  health  and  safety 
regulations. 

Payment  for  Purchase  of  Durable  Medical 
Equipment 

The  amendments  permit  payment  to  be 
made  for  durable  medical  equipment  needed 
by  an  individual,  whether  rented  or  pur- 
chased. If  purchased,  payment  would  be 
made  periodically  in  the  same  amount  as  if 
equipment  were  rented,  for  the  period  the 
equipment  was  needed  but  without  covering 
more  than  the  purchase  price. 
Reimbursement  for  Civil  Service  Retirement 

Annuitants  for  Premium  Payments  Under 

the    Supplementary    Medical  Insurance 

Program 

Federal  employee  group  health  benefit 
plans  will  be  permitted  to  reimburse  certain 
civil  service  retirement  annuitants  who  are 
members  of  their  plans  for  the  premium 
payments  they  make  to  the  supplementary 
medical  insurance  program. 
Date  of  Attainment  of  Age  65  of  Persons 
Enrolling  in  SMI  Program 

A  person  over  65,  who  believes,  on  the  basis 
of  documentary  evidence,  that  he  has  just 
reached  age  65,  will  be  allowed  to  enroll  in 
the  supplementary  medical  insurance  pro- 
gram as  if  he  had  attained  age  65  on  the 
date  shown  in  evidence. 

Use  of  State  Agencies  To  Assist  Health  Facil- 
ities To  Participate  in  the  Various  Health 
Programs  Under  the  Social  Security  Act 
States  will  be  able  to  receive  75-percent 
Federal  matching  for  the  services  which  State 
health  agencies  perform  to  help  health 
facilities  qualify  for  participation  in  the 
various  health  programs  under  the  Social 
Security  Act  (including  medicare,  medicaid, 
and  the  child  health  programs)  and  to  help 
those  facilities  improve  their  fiscal  records 
for  payment  purposes.  Similar  provisions  in 
the  medicare  program  (which  finance  such 
service  on  a  100-percent  basis  from  the  Fed- 
eral hospital  insurance  trust  fund)  are 
repealed  effective  July  1,  1969,  when  this  pro- 
vision goes  into  effect. 

Transitional  Provisions  for  Uninsured  In- 
dividuals Under  the  Hospital  Insurance 
Program 

A  person  attaining  age  65  in  1968  will  be 
entitled  to  hospital  insurance  benefits  if  he 
has  a  minimum  of  three  quarters  of  cover- 
age  (existing  law  requires  six),  with  the 
number  ^of  quarters  of  coverage  needed  by 
persons  who  reach  age  65  in  later  years  in- 
creasing by  three  in  each  year  until  the 
regular  insured  status  requirement  is  met. 
Appropriation  to  Supplementary  Medical 
Insurance  Trust  Fund 
Whenever  the  transfer  of  general  revenue 
funds  to  the  supplementary  medical  insur- 
ance trust  fund  (after  June  30,  1967)  is  not 
made  at  the  time  the  enrollee  contribution 
is  made,  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury 
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will  pay,  In  addition  to  the  Government 
share,  an  amount  equal  to  the  interest,  that 
would  have  been  earned  by  the  trust  fund 
had  the  transfer  been  made  on  time.  Also, 
the  contingency  reserve  now  provided  for 
1966  and  1967  will  be  made  available  through 
1969. 

Health  Insurance  Benefits  Advisory  Council 
The  Health  Insurance  Benefits  Advisory 
Council  will  assume  the  duties  of  the  Na- 
tional Medical  Review  Committee.  The  Med- 
ical Review  Committee,  which  has  not  yet 
been  formed,  will  not  be  appointed.  The 
Hea  .  1  urance  Benefits  Advisory  Council 
membership  is  increased  from  16  to  19 
persons. 

Study  of  Coverage  of  Services  of  Health 
Practitioners 

The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  will  study  the  need  for,  and  make 
recommendations  concerning  the  extension 


of  coverage  under  the  supplementary  medi- 
cal insurance  program  to  the  services  of 
additional  types  of  personnel  who  engage  in 
the  independent  practice  of  furnishing 
health  services. 

Creation  of  an  Advisory  Council  to  Make 
Recommendations  Concerning  Health  In- 
surance for  Disability  Beneficiaries 
The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  will  establish  an  Advisory  Council 
to  study  the  problems  relative  to  including 
the  disabled  under  the  health  insurance 
program,  and  also  any  special  problems  with 
regard  to  the  costs  which  would  be  involved 
in  such  coverage.  The  Council  is  to  make  its 
report  by  January  1,  1969. 
Financing  the  Social  Security  and  Hospital 
Insurance  Programs 
The  tax  rates  and  the  tax  base  under 
present  law  and  under  the  amendments  are 
shown  in  the  following  table: 


TAX  RATES  UNDER  PRESENT  LAW  AND  UNDER  THE  AMENDMENTS 
EMPLOYER-EMPLOYEE,  EACH 
|ln  percent] 

OASDI  HI  Total 

Period       

Present  law  Amendments  Present  law  Amendments  Present  law  Amendments 


1968   _._    3.9  3.8  0.5  0.6  4.4  4.4 

1969-70    -.  4.4  4.2  .5  .6  4.9  4.8 

1971-72  _   4.4  4.6  .5  .6  4.9  5.2 

1973-75    4.85  5.0  .55  .65  5.4  5.65 

1976-79  -.   4.85  5.0  .6  .7  5.45  5.7 

1980-86   _   4.85  5.0  .7  .8  5.55  5.8 

1987  and  after...   4.85  5.0  .8  .9  5.65  5.9 


SELF-EMPLOYED 


1968    5.9  5.8  0.5  0.6  6.4  6.4 

1969-70..      6.6  6.3  .5  .6  7.1  6.9 

1971-72   6.6  6.9  .5  .6  7.1  7.5 

1973-75.  __   7.0  7.0  .55  .65  7.55  7.65 

1976-79   7.0  7.0  .6  .7  7.6  7.7 

1980-86   — .  7.0  7.0  .7  .8  7.7  7.8 

1987  and  after..   7.0  7.0  .8  .9  7.8  7.9 


Note:  The  maximum  taxable  earnings  base  under  present  law,  $6,600,  is  increased  to  $7,800  effective  Jan.  1, 1968. 


PUBLIC  WELFARE  AND  HEALTH  AMENDMENTS 

Work  Incentive  Program  for  APDC  Families 
The  amendments  establish  a  new  work  in- 
centive program  for  families  receiving  AFDC 
payments  to  be  administered  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labor.  The  State  welfare  agencies 
would  determine  who  was  appropriate  for 
such  referral  but  would  not  include  ( 1 )  chil- 
dren who  are  under  age  16  or  going  to  school; 
(2)  any  person  with  illness,  incapacity,  ad- 
vanced age  or  rt  noteness  from  a  project  that 
precludes  effective  participation  in  work  or 
training;  or  (3)  persons  whose  substantially 
continuous  presence  in  the  home  is  required 
because  of  the  illness  or  incapacity  of  an- 
other member  of  the  household.  For  all  those 
referred  the  welfare  agency  will  assure  neces- 
sary child  care  arrangements  for  the  children 
involved.  An  individual  who  desires  to  par- 
ticipate in  work  or  training  would  be  con- 
sidered for  assignment  and,  unless  specific- 
ally disapproved,  would  be  referred  to  the 
program. 

People  referred  by  the  State  welfare  agency 
to  the  Department  of  Labor  would^  be  han- 
dled under  three  priorities.  Under  priority  I, 
the  Secretary  of  Labor,  through  the  over  2,000 
U.S.  employment  offices,  would  make  arrange- 
ments for  as  many  as  possible  to  move  into 
regular  employment  and  would  establish  an 
employability  plan  for  each  other  person. 

Under  priority  II  all  those  found  suitable 
would  receive  training  appropriate  to  their 
needs  and  up  to  $30  a  month  incentive  pay- 
ment. After  training  as  many  as  possible 
would  be  referred  to  regular  employment. 

Under  priority  HI,  the  employment  office 
would  make  arrangements  for  special  work 
projects  to  employ  those  who  are  found  to  be 


unsuitable  for  the  training  and  those  for 
whom  no  jobs  in  the  regular  economy  can  be 
found  at  the  time.  These  special  projects 
would  be  set  up  by  agreement  between  the 
employment  office  and  public  agencies  or 
nonprofit  agencies  organized  for  a  public 
service  purpose.  It  would  be  required  that 
workers  receive  at  least  the  minimum  wage 
(but  not  necessarily  the  prevailing  wage)  if 
the  work  the"  perform  is  covered  under  a 
minimum  wage  statute  (and  in  applying  the 
minimum  wage  law,  their  welfare  grants 
would  be  counted ) .  Moreover,  the  work  per- 
formed under  special  projects  must  not  re- 
sult in  the  displacement  of  regularly  em- 
ployed workers  and  would  have  to  be  of  a  type 
which,  under  the  circumstances  in  the  local 
situation,  would  not  otherwise  be  performed 
by  regular  employees. 

The  special  work  projects  would  work  like 
this:  The  State  welfare  agency  would  make 
payments  to  the  employment  office  equal  to : 
(1)  the  welfare  benefit  the  family  would 
have  been  entitled  to,  or,  if  smaller,  (2)  a 
portion  of  the  welfare  benefit  equal  to  80 
percent  of  the  rates  which  the  individual 
receives  on  the  special  project. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  would  arrange  for 
the  participants  to  work  in  a  special  work 
project.  The  amount  of  the  funds  paid  by 
him  into  the  project  would  depend  on  the 
terms  he  negotiates  with  the  agency  spon- 
soring the  project.  The  amount  of  funds  put 
into  the  projects  by  the  employment  office 
could  not  be  larger  than  the  funds  sent  to 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  by  the  State  welfare 
agency. 

The  extent  to  which  the  State  welfare  ex- 
penditures might  be  reduced  would  depend 
upon  the  negotiating  efforts  of  the  Secretary 


of  Labor.  If  he  is  successful  in  placing  these 
workers  in  work  projects  where  the  pay  is 
relatively  good,  the  contribution  the  State 
must  make  Into  the  employment  pool  would 
be  less  and  there  would  be  a  savings  to  both 
Federal  and  State  Governments. 

Employees  who  work  under  these  agree- 
ments would  have  their  situations  reevalu- 
ated by  the  employment  office  at  regular 
intervals  (at  least  every  6  months)  for  the 
purpose  of  making  it  possible  for  as  many 
such  employees  as  possible  to  move  into  reg- 
ular employment. 

An  important  facet  of  this  suggested  work 
program  is  that  in  most  instances  the  re- 
cipient would  no  longer  receive  a  check  from 
the  welfare  agency.  Instead,  he  would  re- 
ceive a  payment  from  an  employer  for  serv- 
ices performed.  The  entire  check  would  be 
subject  to  income,  social  security,  and  un- 
employment compensation  taxes,  thus  as- 
suring that  the  individual  would  be  accruing 
rights  and  responsibility  just  as  other  work- 
ing people  do.  In  those  cases  where  an  em- 
ployee receives  wages  which  are  insufficient 
to  raise  his  income  to  a  level  equal  to  the 
grant  he  would  have  received  had  he  not 
been  in  the  project  plus  20  percent  of  his 
wages,  a  welfare  check  equal  to  the  differ- 
ence would  be  paid.  In  these  instances  the 
supplemental  check  would  be  issued  by  the 
welfare  agency  and  sent  to  the  worker. 

A  refusal  to  accept  work  or  undertake 
training  without  good  cause  by  a  person 
who  has  been  referred  would  be  reported 
back  to  the  State  agency  by  the  Labor  De- 
partment; and,  unless  such  person  returns 
to  the  program  within  60  days  (during  which 
he  would  receive  counseling) ,  his  welfare 
payment  would  be  terminated.  Protective 
and  vendor  payments  would  be  continued, 
however,  for  the  dependent  children  to  pro- 
tect them  from  the  faults  of  others. 

The  States  would  have  to  meet  20  percent, 
in  cash  or  in  kind,  of  the  total  cost  of  the 
program  (excluding  amounts  paid  on  special 
work  projects,  priority  III,  which  would 
come  from  the  employer  and  the  transferred 
welfare  payments. 

Earnings  Exemption 

Under  the  present  aid  to  families  with  de- 
pendent children  program,  the  States,  at 
their  option,  may  disregard  not  more  than 
$50  per  month  of  earned  income  of  each 
dependent  child  under  age  18  but  not  more 
than  $150  per  month  in  the  same  home  in 
computing  the  family's  income  for  public 
welfare  purposes.  The  States  also  have  the 
option  of  disregarding  $5  of  income  from 
any  source  before  applying  the  child's  earned 
income  exemption. 

Under  the  amendments  earned  income  of 
each  child  recipient  who  is  a  full-time  stu- 
dent or  is  a  part  time  student  not  working 
full  time,  will  be  excluded  in  determining 
need  for  assistance.  In  the  case  of  any  other 
child  or  an  adult  relative  the  first  $30  of 
earned  income  of  the  group  plus  Y3  of  the 
remainder  of  such  income  for  the  month 
would  also  be  exempt.  The  prior  provision 
exempting  $50  a  month  of  a  child's  income 
would  be  superseded  by  these  provisions. 
Dependent  Children  of  Unemployed  Fathers 

The  amendments  provide  that  under  State 
programs  of  aid  to  families  with  dependent 
children  of  unemployed  parents,  Federal 
matching  would  be  available  only  for  the 
children  of  unemployed  fathers.  Under  pres- 
ent law  States  may  include  children  on  the 
basis  of  the  unemployment  of  mothers,  as 
well  as  fathers.  The  amendments  also  pro- 
vide that  the  Secretary  will  prescribe  stand- 
ards for  the  determination  of  what  consti- 
tutes unemployment.  The  term  is  defined  by 
the  States  under  present  law. 

Under  the  amendments,  State  plans  would 
have  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  assistance 
when  a  child's  father,  has  not  been  employed 
for  at  least  30  days  prior  to  receiving  aid,  if 
he  has  not  refused  a  bona  fide  offer  of  em- 
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ployment  or  training  without  good  cause, 
and  if  he  has  had  a  recent  and  substantial 
connection  with  the  labor  force.  Assistance 
would  be  denied  if  the  father  is  not  cur- 
rently registered  with  the  public  employment 
office  in  the  State,  if  he  refuses  without  good 
cause  to  undertake  work  or  training,  or  re- 
fuses without  good  cause  to  accept  employ- 
ment, or  if  he  is  receiving  unemployment 
compensation. 

The  States  would  have  to  refer  the  fathers 
to  work  incentive  programs  within  30  days 
after  first  providing  them  with  welfare  assist- 
ance. 

States  which  are  operating  programs  for 
the  children  of  unemployed  parents  as  pro- 
vided for  under  present  law  would  not 
have  to  add  any  additional  children  or  fam- 
ilies as  a  result  of  the  new  provisions  prior 
to  July  1,  1969.  However,  the  amendment 
establishing  criteria  for  persons  covered 
would  be  effective  January  1,  1966,  and  no 
Federal  matching  would  be  provided  for  per- 
sons who  do  not  meet  these  criteria. 
Limitation  on  Federal  Matching  in  AFDC 
Program 

The  amendments  sets  a  limitation  on  Fed- 
eral financial  participation  in  the  AFDC  pro- 
gram related  to  the  proportion  of  the  child 
population  under  age  18  aided  because  of 
the  absence  from  the  home  of  a  parent.  Fed- 
eral financial  participation  would  not  be 
available  for  any  excess  above  the  percentage 
of  children  of  absent  parents  who  received 
aid  to  the  child  population  under  age  18  in 
the  State  as  of  January  1,  1968. 

This  limitation  will  be  effective  after  June 
30,  1968. 

Federal  Payments  for  Foster  Homes  Care  of 
Dependent  Children 
Effective  July  1,  1969,  States  would  have 
to  provide  AFDC  payments  for  children  who 
are  placed  in  a  foster  home  if  in  the  6  months 
before  proceedings  started  in  the  court  they 
would  have  been  eligible  for  AFDC  if  they 
had  lived  in  the  home  of  a  relative.  The  pro- 
vision would  be  optional  with  the  States  be- 
fore July  1,  1969.  Under  present  law,  children 
in  foster  care  are  eligible  for  AFDC  payments 
only  if  they  actually  received  such  payments 
in  the  month  they  were  placed  in  foster  care. 
Federal  matching  would  be  available  for 
grants  up  to  an  average  of  $100  a  month  per 
child. 

Emergency  Assistance 

The  amendments  authorized  up  to  30  days 
of  emergency  assistance  during  a  12-month 
period  to  a  child  under  21  and  his  family, 
but  could  not  be  extended  to  a  family  for 
refusal  (without  good  cause)  to  accept  work 
or  training  under  the  work  incentive  pro- 
gram. This  emergency  aid  could  also  be  ex- 
tended to  migrant  workers  who  have  de- 
pendent children. 

Protective  or  Vendor  Payments 

The  amendments  increase  the  limitation 
of  recipients  for  whom  protective  payments 
could  be  made  because  they  were  unable  to 
manage  their  funds  from  5  percent  to  10 
percent  but  excludes  from  this  overall  lim- 
itation those  recipients  for  whom  such  pay- 
ments have  been  made  because  of  the  refusal 
without  good  cause,  of  an  individual  to  work, 
register  for  work,  or  to  participate  under  a 
training  or  work  program. 
Single  Organizational  Unit  for  Child  Services 

The  amendments  provide  that  child-wel- 
fare services  and  services  to  children  receiv- 
ing AFDC  shall  be  provided  by  the  same 
organizational  unit  at  the  State  and  local 
level,  except  that  in  those  instances  where 
such  services  were  provided  by  separate  State 
agencies  or  separate  local  agencies  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  the  amendments,  they 
may  continue  to  be  provided  by  such 
agencies. 

Pass  Along 
The  amendments  expand  the  provision  en- 
acted in  1965  which  allows  the  State  to  ex- 


empt up  to  $5  a  month  of  any  type  of  income 
in  determining  eligibility  and  the  amount 
of  assistance.  Effective  upon  enactment,  the 
States  would  have  the  option  of  exempting 
up  to  a  total  of  $7.50  a  month  for  the  aged, 
blind,  and  the  totally  and  permanently  dis- 
abled. 

Increased  Authorizations  for  Child  Welfare 
Services 

The  amendments  increase  child  welfare 
authorizations  from  $55  million  for  fiscal 
year  1969  to  $100  million,  and  from  $60  mil- 
lion for  later  years  to  $110  million. 

Provision  of  Family  Service  State  Plan 
Requirement 

There  is  a  provision  in  present  law  requir- 
ing State  welfare  agencies  to  make  a  plan  for 
providing  welfare  services  for  each  child  in 
an  AFDC  family.  Under  the  amendments, 
the  plan  must  also  provide  for  welfare  serv- 
ices for  the  adults  in  the  family. 
Use  of  Subprofessional  and  Volunteer  Staff 

The  amendments  require  States,  effective 
July  1,  1969,  to  train  and  use  subprofessional 
staff,  with  particular  emphasis  on  the  use 
of  welfare  recipients  and  other  persons  of 
low  income,  as  community  services  aides  for 
the  kinds  of  jobs  appropriate  for  them  in  the 
public  assistance,  child  welfare,  and  health 
programs  under  the  Social  Security  Act.  The 
amendment  also  directs  States  to  use  volun- 
teers in  the  program  both  for  the  provision 
of  services  to  recipients,  and  for  the  assist- 
ance of  advisory  committees. 
Parent  Involvement  in  Day  Care — Day  Care 
Standards 

The  amendments  add  a  State  plan  require- 
ment to  the  child  welfare  day-care  provi- 
sions for  development  of  arrangements  for 
the  more  effective  involvement  of  parents  in 
day  care  programs.  Also,  the  day  care  stand- 
ards in  the  child  welfare  services  programs 
will  be  made  applicable  to  day  care  provided 
to  AFDC  children. 

Repatriation  Extension 

The  amendments  extend  for  1  year, 
through  June  30,  1969,  the  temporary  legis- 
lation which  authorizes  assistance  to  needy 
Americans  who  have  been  repatriated  to 
the  United  States  by  the  Department  of  State 
from  foreign  countries. 

Demonstration  Projects 

Two  million  dollars  annually  is  currently 
available  to  encourage  the  States  to  develop 
demonstrations  in  improved  methods  of  pro- 
viding service  to  recipients  or  in  improved 
methods  of  administration.  The  amendments 
increase  this  amount  to  $4  million  annually. 
Payment  for  Home  Repairs 

The  amendment  for  the  cash  public  assist- 
ance programs,  allow  50  percent  Federal 
matching  for  repairs  (up  to  $500)  of  homes 
owned  by  recipients  if  to  do  so  would  be  more 
economical  from  the  standpoint  of  the  pro- 
gram. 

Purchase  of  Social  Services 
Thex  amendments  permit  the  purchase  by 
welfare  agencies  of  child  care  and  other  serv- 
ices under  the  public  assistance  title  of  the 
act.  Such  services  may  now  be  provided  by 
welfare  agency  staff  but  existing  law  does  not 
permit  their  purchase  except  from  other 
State  agencies. 

Social  Work  Manpower  and  Training 
The  amendments  authorize  $5  million  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  $5 
million  for  each  of  the  3  succeeding  fiscal 
years  for  grants  to  public  or  nonprofit  private 
colleges  and  universities  and  to  accredited 
graduate  schools  of  social  work,  or  an  asso- 
ciation of  such  schools,  to  meet  part  of  the 
costs  of  development,  expansion,  or  improve- 
ment of  undergraduate  programs  in  social 
work  and  programs  for  the  graduate  training 
of  professional  social  work  personnel.  Not 
less  than  one-half  of  the  amount  appro- 
priated would  have  to  be  used  for  grants  for 
undergraduate  programs. 


Location  of  Absent  Parents 
The  amendments  provide  that  in  those  in- 
stances in  which  welfare  agencies  have  been 
unable  to  locate  absent  parents  of  children 
receiving  AFDC  through  all  sources  available 
to  them,  including  records  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Administration,  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  will  make  available  any  information 
concerning  their  whereabouts  that  it  may 
have. 

Limitation  on  Federal  Participation  in 
Medical  Assistance  (Medicaid) 

States  will  be  limited  in  setting  income 
levels  for  Federal  matching  purposes  to  133  y3 
percent  of  the  AFDC  payment  level.  (For  the 
period  July-December  1968,  the  percentage 
is  150,  and  for  calendar  year  1969  it  is  to  be 
140  percent.) 

Federal  matching  for  medical  care  for  all 
those  who  are  receiving  or  eligible  for  cash 
assistance  or  who  would  be  eligible  for  cash 
assistance  if  not  institutionalized,  will  not  be 
affected  under  the  amendment. 
Coordination  of  Medicaid  and  the  Supple- 
mentary Medical  Insurance  Program 

States  will  have  until  January  1,  1970 
(rather  than  January  1,  1968)  to  buy-in  title 
XVIII  supplementary  medical  insurance  for 
persons  eligible  for  medicaid.  Also,  people 
who  are  eligible  for  medicaid  but  who  do  not 
receive  cash  assistance  may  be  included  in 
the  group  for  which  the  State  can  purchase 
such  coverage  and  persons  who  first  go  on  the 
medicaid  rolls  after  1967  are  also  eligible. 
There  is  no  Federal  matching  toward  the 
State's  share  of  the  premium  in  such  cases. 
Federal  matching  amounts  will  not  be  avail- 
able to  States  for  services  which  could  have 
been  covered  under  the  supplementary  medi- 
cal insurance  programs  but  were  not  as  a 
result  of  a  State's  failure  to  buy  in. 
Modification  of  Comparability  Provisions— 
Medicaid 

States  do  not  have  to  include  in  medicaid 
coverage  for  recipients  under  age  65  the  same 
services  which  the  aged  receive  under  the 
supplementary  medical  insurance  program 
furnished  under  the  buy-in  provisions  dis- 
cussed above. 

Extent  of  Federal  Financial  Participation  in 
State  Administrative  Expenses — Medicaid 
States  will  get  the  same  75-percent  Federal 
matching  for  physicians  and  other  profes- 
sional medical  personnel  working  on  the 
medicaid  program  in  the  State  health  agen- 
cies which  they  now  get  when  such  personnel 
work  in  the  "single  State  agency,"  usually  the 
public  assistance  agency.  Under  present  law, 
matching  is  50  percent  in  such  cases. 

Advisory  Council  on  Medical  Assistance 
An  Advisory  Council  on  Medical  Assistance, 
consisting  of  21  persons  from  outside  the 
Government,  is  established  to  advise  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
on  matters  of  administration  of  the  medicaid 
program. 

Free  Choice  for  Persons  Eligible  for  Medicaid 
Effective  July  1,  1969  (July  1,  1972,  for 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam), 
people  covered  under  the  medicaid  program 
will  have  free  choice  of  qualified  medical  fa- 
cilities and  practitioners,  including  commu- 
nity pharmacies. 

Use  of  State  Agencies  To  Assist  Health  Facili- 
ties To  Participate  in  the  Various  Health 
Programs  Under  the  Social  Security  Act 
States  will  receive  75 -percent  Federal 
matching  for  services  which  State  health 
agencies  perform  to  help  health  facilities 
qualify  for  participation  in  the  various 
health  programs  under  the  Social  Security 
Act  (including  medicare,  medicaid,  and  the 
child  health  programs)  and  to  help  these 
facilities  improve  their  fiscal  records  for  pay- 
ment purposes.  Similar  provisions  in  the 
medicare  program  (which  finances  such  serv- 
ices on  a  100-percent  basis  from  the  Federal 
hospital  insurance  trust  fund)  are  repealed 
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effective  July  1,  1969,  when  this  provision 
goes  into  effect. 

Payments  for  Services  and  Care  by  a  Third 
Party — Medicaid 

States  are  required  to  take  steps  to  assure 
that  the  medical  expenses  of  a  person  cov- 
ered under  the  medicaid  program,  which  a 
third  party  has  a  legal  obligation  to  pay, 
will  not  be  paid,  or,  if  liability  is  later  deter- 
mined, that  steps  will  be  taken  to  secure 
reimbursement. 

Medicaid  Safeguards 

The  amendment  requires  States  to  estab- 
lish methods  and  procedures  designed  to 
safeguard  against  unnecessary  utilization  of 
health  care  and  services,  as  well  as  to  assure 
that  payments  (including  payments  for 
drugs)  do  not  exceed  reasonable  charges  and 
that  they  are  made  on  a  basis  consistent  with 
efficiency,  economy,  and  quality  of  care. 

Skilled  Nursing  Home  Standards  Under 
Medicaid 

States  are  required,  as  a  condition  for  par- 
ticipation in  the  medicaid  program,  to  place 
assistance  recipients  only  in  those  licensed 
nursing  homes  which  meet  certain  condi- 
tions. The  conditions  include  requirements 
which  relate  to  environment,  sanitation,  and 
housekeeping  now  applicable  to  extended 
care  facilities  under  medicare,  as  well  as  fire 
safety  standards  of  the  life  safety  code  of 
the  National  Fire  Protection  Association  ( un- 
less the  Secretary  finds  that  a  State's  existing 
fire  code  is  adequate) . 

States  will  also  have  to  have  a  professional 
medical  audit  program  under  which  periodic 
medical  evaluations  of  the  appropriateness 
of  care  provided  title  XIX  patients  in  nurs- 
ing homes,  mental  hospitals,  and  other  insti- 
tutions will  be  made. 

Effective  July  1,  1970,  States  which  provide 
skilled  nursing  home  care  under  medicaid 
will  also  be  expected  to  provide  home  health 
care  services. 

Federal  Matching  for  Assistance  Recipients 
in  Intermediate  Care  Facilities 

Under  current  law,  vendor  payments  may 
be  made  with  Federal  sharing  only  in  behalf 
of  persons  in  medical  facilities,  such  as 
skilled  nursing  homes.  There  is  no  Federal 
vendor-payment  matching  for  people  who 
need  institutional  care  in  the  intermediate 
range  between  that  which  Is  provided  in  a 
boarding  house  (for  which  eligible  persons 
may  receive  a  money  payment  under  the 
money  payment  programs) ,  and  those  who 
need  the  comprehensive  services  of  skilled 
nursing  homes. 

The  amendments  provide  for  vendor  pay- 
ments in  behalf  of  persons  who  qualify  for 
OAA,  AB,  or  APTD,  and  who  are  living  in 
facilities  (including  a  Christian  Science 
sanitarium)  which  are  more  than  boarding 
houses  but  which  are  less  than  skilled  nurs- 
ing homes.  The  rate  of  Federal  sharing  for 
payments  for  care  in  those  institutions  is  at 
the  same  rate  as  for  medical  assistance  un- 
der title  XIX.  Such  homes  will  have  to  meet 
safety  and  sanitation  standards  comparable 
to  those  required  for  nursing  homes  in  a 
giver.  State. 

This  provision  should  result  in  a  reduction 
in  the  cost  of  title  XIX  by  allowing  States 
to  relocate  substantial  numbers  of  welfare 
recipients  who  are  now  in  skilled  nursing 
homes  in  lower  cost  institutions. 

Maintenance  of  State  Effort 

Present  law  contains  certain  provisions 
which  in  effect  require  that  the  additional 
Federal  dollars  States  received  as  a  result  of 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1965  are 
passed  on  to  recipients  or  are  otherwise  used 
in  the  State's  ^welfare  program,  for  a  period 
ending  July  1,  1969.  The  amendments  adds 
to  the  kinds  of  expenditures  States  may 
count  (from  July  1,  1966)  in  determining 
whether  they  are  satisfying  the  maintenance 
of  effort  provisions.  The  maintenance  of  ef- 
fort provision  as  amended  would  terminate 
July  1, 1968. 


Direct  Billing — Medicaid 
Under  present  law,  States  are  required  to 
pay  for  health  services  under  medical  assist- 
ance programs  directly  to  the  provider  of  the 
services.  Under  the  amendment,  States  will 
be  permitted  to  make  a  direct  payment  to  the 
recipient  for  physicians'  and  dentists'  serv- 
ices with  respect  to  those  medical  assistance 
recipients  who  are  not  also  receiving  cash 
assistance. 

Required  Services  Under  Medicaid 
States  now  have  to  provide,  as  a  minimum, 
five  basic  services:  Inpatient  hospital  serv- 
ices, outpatient  hospital  services,  other  lab- 
oratory and  X-ray  services,  skilled  nursing 
home  services,  and  physician's  services.  States 
may  select  a  number  of  other  items  of  service 
from  an  additional  list  in  the  law. 

Under  the  amendments  States  will  be  re- 
quired to  provide  the  basic  five  services  for 
all  money  payment  recipients  (the  most 
needy  receiving  help  under  the  program). 
With  respect  to  the  medically  indigent,  States 
would  be  allowed  to  select  either  the  first  five, 
or  seven  out  of  14,  services  authorized  under 
the  law,  except  that  if  nursing  home  or  hos- 
pital care  services  are  selected,  a  State  must 
also  provide  physician's  services  in  those  in- 
stitutions. Subsequent  to  July  1,  1970,  a  State 
would  also  be  required  to  provide  home 
health  services  for  its  cash  assistance  recipi- 
ents. 

Christian  Scientists — Health  Programs 
The  amendments  add  a  provision  to  the 
medical  assistance  (title  XIX)  and  the  child 
health  programs  (title  V),  making  it  clear 
that  no  provision  in  such  titles  requires  an 
individual  to  undergo  medical  screening, 
diagnosis,  or  treatment,  where  contrary  to 
his  religious  belief,  except  in  cases  involving 
contagious  disease  or  environmental  health. 
Hospital  Deductibles  and  Copayment  for 
Medically  Indigent 
Under  present  law,  States  may  not  impose 
any  deductibles  or  cost  sharing  provisions 
with  respect  to  hospital  care  under  the  med- 
icaid program.  Under  the  amendments,  the 
costs  of  hospital  care  received  by  the  medi- 
cally needy  will  be  subject  to  deductibles  or 
other  cost  sharing  if  a  State  desired  to  have 
such  provisions  in  its  program.  No  such  de- 
ductible or  cost  sharing  could  be  imposed 
with  respect  to  money  payment  recipients, 
as  under  existing  law. 

Essential  Person — Medicaid 
The  amendments  extend  medical  assist- 
ance to  certain  "essential  persons."  At  pres- 
ent there  is  no  provision  in  title  XIX  which 
permits  a  State  to  receive  Federal  matching 
for  medical  assistance  provided  for  "essen- 
tial persons."  An  "essential  person"  is  defined 
as  the  spouse  to  an  aged,  blind,  or  disabled 
public  assistance  recipient  who  is  living  with 
him,  and  essential  or  necessary  to  his  wel- 
fare and  whose  needs  are  taken  into  account 
in  determining  the  amount  of  his  cash  pay- 
ment. The  wife  of  an  OAA  recipient,  for  ex- 
ample, who  herself  is  not  eligible  for  cash 
assistance  because  she  is  under  age  65  will 
be  eligible  for  medical  assistance  if  the  State 
plan  so  provided. 

Licensing  of  Nursing  Home  Administrators 
Under  Medicaid 
The  amendments  require  States  to  license 
administrators  of  nursing  homes.  Admin- 
istrators currently  operating  a  home  who  do 
not  qualify  initially  would  have  until  July 
1,  1972,  to  qualify.  In  the  meantime,  the 
States  would  be  required  to  offer  programs 
of  training  to  assist  administrators  to  quali- 
fy- 

Optometric  Services  Under  Child  Health 
Programs 

Persons  receiving  health  services  under 
child  health  programs  will  be  free  to  utilize 
the  services  of  optometrists  when  appropri- 
ate. 

Family  Planning 
Family  planning  expenditures  are  now 


made  under  the  maternal  and  child  health 
program  in  title  V  and  through  medical  as- 
sistance under  title  XIX,  as  a  medical  serv- 
ices expenditure.  States  are  free  to  offer  fam- 
ily planning  services  to  AFDC  recipients  un- 
der title  IV,  but  there  are  no  Federal  require- 
ments. Under  the  amendments,  States  will 
be  required  to  offer  family  planning  services 
to  all  appropriate  AFDC  recipients.  Federal 
matching  of  these  expenditures  will  be  pro- 
vided. In  addition,  authorizations  for  the 
maternal  and  child  health  programs  are  in- 
creased, and  6  percent  of  the  appropriated 
funds  are  earmarked  for  family  planning. 
(An  estimated  $15  million  would  be  spent 
for  that  purpose  under  the  1969  authoriza- 
tion, with  increases  thereafter) .  Demonstra- 
tion projects  would  need  to  be  developed  for 
the  provision  of  family  planning  services  for 
mothers  in  needy  areas. 

Language  is  included  to  clarify  that  the  ac- 
ceptance of  family  planning  services  is  vol- 
untary and  not  a  requisite  for  the  receipt  of 
assistance. 

Training  of  Personnel  for  Health  Care  and 
Related  Services  for  Mothers  and  Children 

The  amendments  will  direct  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  "to  give 
special  attention  to"  programs  providing 
training  at  the  undergraduate  level  in  mak- 
ing grants  for  training  of  such  personnel. 
Consolidation  and  Increase  of  Child  Health 
Authorizations 

The  amendments  consolidate  the  existing 
separate  child  health  authorizations  into  one 
single  authorization  with  three  general  cate- 
gories. Beginning  with  1969,  50  percent  of 
the  total  authorization  would  be  for  formula 
grants,  40  percent  for  project  grants,  and  10 
percent  for  research  and  training.  By  July 

1972  the  States  would  have  to  take  over  the 
responsibility  for  the  project  grants,  and  90 
percent  of  the  total  authorization  would 
then  go  to  the  States  in  the  form  of  formula 
grants.  Total  authorizations  would  increase 
from  $250  million  in  1969  to  $350  million  in 

1973  and  thereafter. 

Additional  Requirements  on  the  States  Under 
the  Formula  Grant  Program — Child  Health 
State  plans  must  provide  for  the  early 
identification  and  treatment  of  crippled  chil- 
dren. Title  XIX  is  amended  to  conform  to 
this  requirement.  The  States  must  also  de- 
vote special  attention  to  family  planning 
services  and  dental  care  for  children  in  the 
development  of  demonstration  services. 
Project  Grants— Child  Health 
Until  July  1972,  the  amendment  authorizes 
project  grants  (1)  to  help  reduce  the  in- 
cidence of  mental  retardation  and  other 
handicapping  conditions  caused  by  compli- 
cations associated  with  childbearing,  and 
to  help  reduce  infant  and  maternal  mortal- 
ity; (2)  to  promote  the  health  of  children 
and  youth  of  school  and  preschool  age;  and 
(3)  to  provide  dental  care  and  services  to 
children.  Beginning  July  1972,  responsibility 
for  these  projects  will  be  transferred  to  the 
States. 

The  fiscal  year  1968  authorization  for  ma- 
ternity and  infant  care  speical  projects  grants 
is  increased  from  $30  to  $35  million. 
Limitation  on  Federal  Matching  for  Puerto 
Rico,  Guam,  and  Virgin  Islands 

The  dollar  limit  for  Federal  financial  par- 
ticipation in  public  assistance  for  Puerto 
Rico  is  raised  from  the  present  $9.8  million 
to  $12.5  million  for  1968,  $15  million  for  1969, 
$18  million  for  1970,  $21  million  for  1971  and 
$24  million  for  1972  and  thereafter.  Up  "to  an 
additional  $2  mililon  can  be  certified  for 
familv  planning  services  and  expenses  to  sup- 
port work  incentive  programs. 

Under  medicaid  an  overall  dollar  limit  of 
$20  million  is  applicable  to  Puerto  Rico  and 
the  ratio  of  Federal  matching  is  changed 
from  55  percent  to  50  percent. 

Proportionate  adjustments  are  made  for 
Guam  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 
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TABLE  1. — COMPARISON  OF  MONTHLY  CASH  BENEFITS  UNDER  PRESENT  LAW  AND  UNDER  H.R.  12080  AS  AGREED  TO  BY  THE  CONFERENCE  COMMITTEE 


Average  monthly  earnings  after 
1950 


$67  or  less 


$150 


Present    H.R.    Present  H.R. 
law      12080      law  12080 


$250 


Present 
law 


H.R. 
12080 


$300 


Present 
law 


H.R. 
12080 


$350 


Present 
law 


H.R. 
12080 


$400 


Present 
law 


H.R. 
12080 


$550 


Present 
law 


H.R. 
12080 


$650  1— 
H.R. 
12080 


1.  Retirement  at  65  or  disability 

benefit  _    $44.50  $55.00  $78.20  $88.40 

2.  Retirement  at  62_   35.20  44.00  62.60  70.80 

3.  Wife's  benefit  at  65  or  with 

child  in  her  care    22.00  27.50  39.10  44.20 

4.  Wife's  benefit  at  62   16.50  20.70  29.40  33.20 

5.  1  child  of  retired  or  disabled 

worker    22.00  27.50  39.10  44.20 

6.  Widow  62  or  older   44. 00  55. 00  64. 60  73.  00 

7.  Widow  at  60,  no  child   38.20  47.70  56.00  63.30 

8.  Disabled  widow  at  age  50   ...  33.40    44.50 

9.  Widow  under  62  and  1  child. ...  66.00  82.50  117.40  132.60 

10.  Widow  under  62  and  2  children.  66.00  82.50  102.00  132.60 

11.  1  surviving  child    44.00  55.00  58.70  66.30 

12.  2  surviving  children   66.  00  82.  50  117.  40  132.  60 

13.  Maximum  family  benefit   66.  00  82.  50  120.00  132.60 

14.  Maximum  lump-sum  death 

payment    132.00  165.00  234.60  255.00 


#01. 70 
81.40 

50.  90 
38.  20 

50.  90 
84.  00 
72.  80 

"~152."66 
202. 40 
76.  30 
152. 60 
202.  40 


$115.  00 
92.00 

57.  50 
43.  20 

57.  50 
94. 90 
82. 30 
57. 60 
172. 60 
202. 40 
86.  30 
172.  60 
202. 40 


$112.  40 
90.00 

56.  20 
42.20 

56.  20 
92. 80 
80.50 

""l68."60 
240.  00 
84.  30 
168.60 
240.  00 


$127. 10 
101.  70 

63.  60 
47.70 

63. 60 
104.90 

91.00 

63. 60 
190.  80 
240.  00 

95.  40 
190.  80 
240.  00 


$124.  20 
99.40 

62.10 
46. 60 

62.10 
102.  50 
88. 90 

"~186.~40 

279.  60 
93.  20 

186. 40 

280.  80 


$140. 40 
112. 40 

70. 20 
52.  70 

70.20 
115. 90 
100. 50 

70.30 
210. 60 
280.  80 
105.  30 
210.  60 
280.  80 


$135. 90 
108. 80 

68.  00 
51.00 

68.  00 
112. 20 
97. 30 

""204."66 
306.  00 
102.00 
204.  00 
309.  20 


$153. 60 
122.90 

76.  80 
57. 60 

76.  80 
126.  80 
109. 90 

76. 90 
230.  40 
322.  40 
115.20 
230. 40 
322.  40 


$168. 00 
134.40 

84.  00 
63. 00 

84.  00 
138.  60 
120.  20 

~~252."66 
368.  00 
126.  00 
252.  00 
368. 00 


$189.90 
152.  00 

95.00 
71.30 

95.  00 
156. 70 
135. 90 

95.  00 
285.  00 
395. 60 
142.  50 
285.  00 
395.  60 


255.00      255.00      255.00      255.00      255.00      255.00      255.00      255.00      255.00  255.00 


$218.  00 
174.  40 

2 105.  00 
78.  80 

109.  00 
179. 90 
156.  On 
109. 10 
327. 00 
434. 40 
163.  50 
327. 00 
434.  40 

255.  00 


1  Maximum  AME  under  H.R.  12080.  2  Maximum  wife's  benefit 

Source:  Social  Security  Administration. 

TABLE  2.— MAXIMUM  CONTRIBUTION  AMOUNTS  UNDER  AMENDMENTS— OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  DISABILITY,  AND  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE 


OASDT 

Health  insurance 

Total 

OASDT 

Health 

insurance 

Total 

Calendar  year 

Previous 

1967 

Previous 

1967 

Previous 

1967 

Calendar  year 

Previous 

1967 

Previous 

1967 

Previous 

1967 

law 

amend- 

law 

amend- 

law 

amend- 

law 

amend- 

law 

amend- 

law 

amend- 

ments 

ments 

ments 

ments 

ments 

ments 

1967....  

Employee 

1967   

Self-employed 

$257.  40 

$257. 40 
296.  40 
327.  60 
358.  80 
390.  00 
390.  00 

$33.00 
33.  00 
33. 00 
33.  00 
36. 30 
52.  80 

$33.  00 
46.  80 
46.80 
46.  80 
50.  70 
70.20 

$290.  40 
290.  40 
323.  40 
323.  40 
356.  40 
372.  90 

$290. 40 
343. 20 
374. 40 
405. 60 
440.  70 
460. 20 

$389. 40 

$389. 40 
452. 40 
491. 40 
538. 20 
546.  00 
546.  00 

$33.  00 
33.00 
33. 00 
33.  00 
36. 30 
52.80 

$33.  00 
46.  80 
46.80 
46.  80 
50.  70 
70. 20 

$422.  40 
422.  40 
468. 60 
468.60 
498.  30 
514.80 

$422. 40 
499. 20 
538. 20 
585.  00 
596. 70 
616. 20 

1968  

257.  40 

1968   

389. 40 

1969-70  

290.  40 

1969-70   

435.60 

1971-72  _._   

290.  40 

1971-72   

435.60 

1973-75   

320. 10 

1973-75  

462.  00 

1987  and  after  

320. 10 

1987  and  after  

462. 00 

Source:  Chief  Actuary,  Social  Security  Administration. 

TAELE  3. — ESTIfVATED  ADDITIONAL  OASDI  BENEFIT  PAYMENTS  IN  CALENDAR  YEARS  1968,  1969,  AND  1972  UNDER  AMENDMENTS 

[In  milions  of  dollars) 


Item 


1968 


1969 


1972 


General  benefit  increase   2,529  3,190  3,604 

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  insured    6  7  5 

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  noninsured   43  43  25 

Liberalized  benefits  with  respect  to  women  workers   73  90  101 

Special  disability  insured  status  under  age  31   60  72  77 


Item 


1968 


1969 


Disaoled  widow's  benefits  at  age  50     50 

Earnings  test  liberalization.   140 

Total     _   2,901 


63 
221 


3,686 


1972 


73 
244 


4,129 


Source:  Chief  Actuary,  Social  Security  Administration. 
TABLE4.— COMPARISON  OF  CONTRIBUTION  INCOME  AND  BENEFIT  OUTGO  UNDER  PRESENT  LAW  AND  UNDER  AMENDMENTS,  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  DISABILITY,  AND  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE 

;ln  billions  of  dollars] 


Calendar  year 


Contribution  income 


Benefit  outgo 


Excess  of  contribu- 
tions over  benefits 


Present  law 


1967. 
1968. 
1969. 
1970. 
1971. 
1972. 


28.5 
19.6 
33.7 
35.2 
36.2 
37.2' 


24.2 
25.5 
26.9 
28.2 
29.4 
30.8 


4.3 
4.1 
6.8 
7.0 
6.8 
6.4 


Calendar  year 


Contribution  income       Benefit  outgo 


Amendments 


1968. 
1969. 
1970. 
1971. 
1972. 


31.0 
35.2 
36.8 
40.8 
42.5 


28.3 
30.4 
31.8 
33.3 
34.7 


Excess  of  contribu- 
tions over  benefits 


2.7 
4.8 
5.0 
7.5 
7.8 


Source:  Chief  Actuary,  Social  Security  Administration. 
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Fiscal  Fiscal  Fiscal  Fiscal  Fiscal 
year  year  year  year  year 
1968       1969        1970         1971  1972 


Public  assistance: 

AFDC  costs  if  there  is  no  change  in 

present  law'   1,462.0  1,555.0  1,647.0  1,741.0  1,837.0 

Title  XIX  costs  if  there  is  no  change 

in  present  law*   1,391.0  1,913.0  2,289.0  2,690.0  3,118.0 

All  other  public  assistance  costs  if 

there  is  no  change  in  present  law3-  1,647.0  1,700.0  1,725.0  1,750.0  1,776.0 

Subtotal,  present  law   4,500.0  5,168.0  5,661.0  6,181.0  6,731.0 

Increases  in  the  bill: 

Daycare   (O  35.0  80.0  160.0  350.0 

Other  social  services  ...  («)  35.0  70.0  100.0  125.0 

Earnings  exemptions...   (<)  20.0  25.0  30.0  35.0 

Work  training   30  129.0  165.0  209.0  308.0 

Foster  care   («)  10.0  20.0  33.0  40.0 

Emergency  assistance...   0)  10.0  20.0  35.0  35.0 

Puerto  Rico,  et  al    (O  7.8  11.0  14.2  17.5 

Demonstration  projects   {*)  2.0  2.0  2.0  2.0 

Additional  child  health  requirements 

in  title  XIX.   30.0  40.0  50.0 

OAA,   AB,   APTD  spouses  under 

medicaid..   (<)  14.0  15.0  16.0  17.0 

Medical  review  program  for  nursing 

homes     2.5  5.0  7.5  10.0 

Subtotal,  increases   *  50  265. 3  443. 0  646. 7  989.  5 

Decreases  in  the  bill: 

AFDC  limitation      _  

AFDC  reductions  for  persons  trained.    —11.0  —63.0  —145.0  —257.0 


Fiscal  Fiscal 
year  year 
1968  1969 


Fiscal  Fiscal  Fiscal 
year  year  year 
1970        1971  1972 


Decreases  in  the  bill — Continued 

Restrictions  on  title  XIX.._   -329.0  -678.0  -1,037.0  -1,405.0 

Decreases  in  public  assistance  due  to 

social  security  benefit  increase             —15  —65.  0  —70. 0  —75. 0  —75. 0 

Federal  participation  in  cost  on  care 

in  "Intermediate  care  facilities"   -10.0  -20.0  -29.0  -29.0 

Subtotal  decreases                        -15  -415.0  -831.0  -1,286.0  -1,766.0 

Net  cost  of  savings  due  to  public 

assistance  amendments                -35  -149.7  -388.0  -639.3  -766.5 

Total    public    assistance  as 

amended  by  bill                       4,535  5,018.3  5,237.0  5,541.7  5,954.5 

Child  welfare: 

Present  law                                       55  55. 0  60. 0  60. 0  60. 0 

Increase  for  child  welfare  services...    45.0  50.0  50.0  50.0 

Increase  for  child  welfare  research   5.0  10.0  15.0  15.0 

Subtotal,  increases   50.0  60.0  65.0  65.0 

Social  work  manpower     5.0  5.0  5.0  5.0 

Net  public  welfare  cost  or  savings 

in  bill                                         35  -94.7  -323.0  -569.3  -706.5 

Child  health: 

Authorizations  in  bill  _                     203  250.0  275.0  300.0  325.0 

Authorization  in  present  law                   198  210.5  225.5  225.5  225.5 

Increase  in  bill                                   5  39.5  49.5  74.5  99.5 


'  Assumes  annual  increase  in  the  rolls  of  about  200,000,  based  on  the  experience  of  the  past  continued  increase  in  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally  disabled,  based  on  experience;  allows 

several  years;  allows  increase  of  $1  each  year  in  the  average  monthly  payment  per  recipient,  in  increases  for  average  payments. 

line  with  recent  experience.  1  1968  cost  of  $20,000,000  related  to  these  items  undistributed. 

2  Includes  all  medical  vendor  payments;  assumes  5-percent  annual  increase  in  unit  costs  after  _                              .  ... 

1968.  Note:  Costs  are  based  on  1968  prices  except  as  noted  in  assumptions. 

s  Assumes  continued  decline  in  number  of  old-age  assistance  and  aid  to  the  blind  recipients,  and  Source:  u  s  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 


TABLE  6. 


-WORK  TRAINING  IMPACT  OF  WORK  INCENTIVE 
PROGRAM 


Fiscal  year 


Work 
training 
expenses 
(millions) 


Federal 
AFDC 

reduction 
due  to 
training 

(millions) 


Trainees 
(thou- 
sands) 1 


Full-time 
job  place- 
ments 
after 
training 
(thou- 
sands) 


1968  

$30 

27 

1969  

a  129 

-$11 

110 

13 

1970..  

165 

-63 

150 

55 

1971  

209 

-145 

190 

75 

1972  

308 

-257 

280 

95 

Total. 

841 

-476 

757 

250 

1  Does  not  include  recipients  on  priority  III  work  projects. 

2  Includes  $8,000,000  1-year  cost  for  priority  III  work  projects 
(for  pub  ic  agencies). 

Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Labor. 

TABLE  6.— WORK  TRAINING  IMPACT  OF  WORK  INCENTIVE 
PROGRAM 


Fiscal  year 


Work 
tra  ning 
expenses 
(millions) 


Federal 
AFDC 

reduction 
due  to 
training 

(millions) 


Trainees 
(thou- 
sands) 1 


Full-time 
job  place- 
ments 
after 
training 
(thou- 
sands) 


1968  

$30 

27 

1969  

2 129 

-$11 

110 

1J 

1970  

165 

-63 

150 

55 

1971  

209 

-145 

190 

75 

1972  

308 

-257 

280 

95 

Total. 

841 

-476 

757 

250 

1  Does  not  include  recipients  on  priority  III  work  projects. 

2  Includes  $8,000,000  1-year  cost  for  priority  III  work  projects 
(for  public  agencies). 


Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Labor. 


Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  believe  we  have  worked  the  drug  mat- 
ter out  in  a  way  which  the  Senate  might 
find  more  acceptable  than  that  which  we 
might  have  had  to  agree  to. 

While  the  Senate  conferees  receded  on 
most  of  the  detailed  provisions  of  the 
Senate's  drugs  amendment,  we  were 
nonetheless  partially  successful  in  our 
efforts.  The  House  conferees  acknowl- 
edged the  need  for  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  exercise  much  tighter  supervi- 
sion over  payments  for  drugs  under  the 
welfare  programs. 

More  specifically,  the  conference  bill 
contains  a  modified  amendment  which 
requires  the  States  to  establish  methods 
and  procedures  designed  to  assure  that 
payments  for  drugs  under  medicaid  are 
made  on  a  basis  "consistent  with  effi- 
ciency, economy,  and  quality  of  care." 
These  methods  and  procedures  are  re- 
quired to  be  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

It  is  perfectly  conceivable  for  the  Sec- 
retary to  find  that  a  State  cannot  pro- 
vide drugs  on  an  "efficient,  economical 
basis,  consistent  with  quality  of  care" 
unless  that  State  employs  a  drugs  form- 
ulary system.  Furthermore,  the  Secre- 
tary could  similarly  find  that  emphasis 
upon  providing  drugs  on  a  generic  basis 
was  also  necessary  to  achieve  the  pur- 
poses of  these  new  provisions  in  the  law. 

The  only  restriction  upon  the  Secre- 
tary is  that  he  not  engage  in  "price  fixing 
of  drugs."  This  Is  perfectly  all  right. 
Price  fixing  has  traditionally  been  the 


prerogative  of  the  drug  manufacturers. 
The  Senate  amendment,  which  I  spon- 
sored, contained  absolutely  nothing 
which  would  fix  drug  prices.  Our  amend- 
ment would  simply  have  set  a  limit  upon 
the  amount  of  Federal  matching  funds 
which  would  be  available  toward  what- 
ever price  had  been  established  by  a 
manufacturer  for  his  drug  products.  He 
fixes  the  price — not  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

The  House,  furthermore,  accepted  that 
portion  of  the  Senate  amendment  which 
provides  for  "freedom  of  choice  of  com- 
munity pharmacies"  under  medicaid. 
This  means  that  a  welfare  patient  will  be 
able  to  get  his  prescription  filled  at  any 
drugstore  willing  to  meet  the  cost  and 
service  requirements  of  a  given  State. 
This  important  provision  will  help  put 
an  end  to  the  "sweetheart"  arrange- 
ments under  which  a  single  drugstore 
sometimes  might  get  all  of  the  welfare 
business — despite  the  fact  that  other 
drugstores  in  the  community  were  per- 
fectly willing  to  fill  those  prescriptions 
at  the  same  price  and  under  the  same 
conditions  as  the  so-called  sweetheart. 

Additionally,  the  House  agreed  to  re- 
quire the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  to  study  and  report  back, 
within  1  year,  on  proposals  designed  to 
reduce  welfare  and  medicare  drug  costs 
as  well  as  on  proposals  to  provide  cover- 
age of  prescribed  drugs  under  part  B  of 
medicare.  This  is  basically  the  Hartke 
amendment,  but  it  was  broadened  so  as 
to  include  other  drug  proposals,  including 
that  passed  by  the  Senate. 
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Mr.  President,  I  am  not  satisfied  with 
what  the  conference  did  on  drugs.  We 
made  some — but  not  enough — progress.  I 
do  want  to  thank  all  of  those  Senators 
who  fought  so  hard  to  help  bring  some 
commonsense  into  the  way  the  Federal 
Government  pays  for  drugs  under  the 
welfare  program.  We  all  want  drugs  of 
proper  quality  at  the  most  economical 
price — anything  less  is  a  disservice  to  the 
American  people.  I  want  to  assure  Sena- 
tors that  we  will  continue  to  battle  for 
the  objectives  of  the  amendment  passed 
by  the  Senate.  I  believe  we  will  return  to 
this  "good  fight"  next  year,  stronger,  and 
joined  by  more  of  our  colleagues — in  both 
Houses  of  the  Congress — and  that  we  will 
eventually  prevail  all  the  way. 

In  speaking  on  the  subject  of  drugs,  I 
should  like  to  have  the  attention  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore], 
particularly,  to  express  my  gratitude  to 
him,  as  one  of  the  conferees,  for  the 
magnificent  fight  he  made  to  make  sure 
that  we  prevailed  in  substantial  degree 
with  regard  to  the  Senate  position  on 
drugs — to  keep  the  cost  of  those  drugs 
within  reason. 

I  recall  so  well  that  the  former  Senator 
from  Tennessee,  Estes  Kefauver,  stood  in 
this  Chamber  and  fought  his  heart  out, 
year  in  and  year  out,  trying  to  do  some- 
thing about  the  mischief  in  which  some 
drug  manufacturers  were  engaging — 
overpricing  their  products  and  prevent- 
ing the  public  from  obtaining  those 
products  at  a  reasonable  price. 

I  recall  so  well  the  severe  disappoint- 
ment it  was  to  former  Senator  Kefauver 
that  his  efforts  to  subpena  some  drug 
companies  to  appear  and  testify  at  hear- 
ings was  frustrated  by  the  Judiciary 
Committee,  when  the  majority  of  its 
members  declined  to  go  along  with  a  sub- 
pena which  would  have  ordered  them 
to  testify. 

Now  I  would  say  that,  in  the  tradition 
of  Senator  Kefauver,  another  of  Ten- 
nessee's Senators  is  fighting  diligently 
and  zealously  to  try  to  see  to  it  that  the 
old  people  in  this  country  do  not  have  to 
pay  too  much  for  drugs,  and  also  to  pro- 
tect the  taxpayers. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  should  like  to  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  that  I  do  not  feel 
I  am  entitled  to  any  credit  for  leadership 
in  this  field.  That  leadership  is  clearly  in 
the  hands  of  the  junior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]. 

I  think  that  the  provision  in  the  con- 
ference report,  in  this  regard,  is  one  of 
the  real  legislative  achievements  of  the 
year.  It  is  not  only  one  of  the  victories 
which  the  Senate  conferees  won  in  con- 
ference with  the  other  body;  it  is  also 
the  real  legislative  achievement  of  the 
year. 

As  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  knows, 
there  have  been  many  instances  of 
charges  for  drugs  with  trade  labels  run- 
ning several  times  the  real  cost  of  the 
generic  drug  involved. 

Before  I  ask  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana one  question  and  make  reference  to 
something  else,  would  the  Senator  mind 
reading  the  provision  in  the  report  which 
gives  to  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 


tion, and  Welfare  the  jurisdiction  and 
authority  in  this  field? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  shall  be  glad 
to  do  so.  It  reads: 

The  conference  agreement  contains  the 
Senate  provision,  and  adds  a  requirement 
that  methods  and  procedures  must  also  be 
provided  to  assure  that  payments  (including 
payments  for  any  drugs  provided  under  the 
plan)  are  not  in  excess  of  reasonable  charges 
consistent  with  efficiency,  economy,  and 
quality  of  care.  It  is  the  understanding  of  the 
conferees  for  the  House  that  this  provision 
does  not  authorize  price  fixing  of  drugs  by 
the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare., 

The  new  language,  just  added,  reads: 
.  .  .  that  methods  and  procedures  must 
also  be  provided  to  assure  that  payments 
(including  payments  for  any  drugs  provided 
under  the  plan)  are  not  in  excess  of  reason- 
able charges  consistent  with  efficiency,  econ- 
omy, and  quality  of  care. 

That  goes  a  little  further  than  just  on 
drugs.  The  chairman  of  the  House  con- 
ferees, Representative  Mills,  was  aware 
of  the  fact  that,  in  some  areas,  doctors 
have  been  known  to  get  together  for  the 
purpose  of  making  up  a  ridiculously  high 
minimum  fee  schedule. 

Mr.  GORE.  Is  it  not  a  fact,  as  revealed 
to  the  conference  committee,  that  in 
some  areas  in  the  State  of  New  York  of- 
fice calls  by  old  people  under  medicaid 
had  been  increased  by  500  percent,  and 
that  there  was  a  special  list  of  charges 
which  would  be  made  against  them.  In 
other  words,  the  fee  for  an  office  call 
jumped  in  1  year  from  $5  to  $25. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes;  that  is 
correct.  Of  course,  when  that  sort  of 
thing  happens,  it  runs  up  the  cost  of  the 
program. 

Mr.  GORE.  Is  it  not  one  of  the  pur- 
poses of  the  provision  which  the  Senator 
has  just  read  to  vest  in  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education  and  Welfare  the 
power  and  the  authority  to  approve  or 
disapprove  plans  on  the  basis  of  reason- 
ableness of  cost  consistent  with  economy 
of  operation? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes.  That  is 
the  way  it  was  meant  to  be.  The  costs 
that  are  now  being  paid  have  become 
tremendous,  and  the  patient  receives  no 
additional  service.  Thus,  we  have  pro- 
vided that  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education  and  Welfare,  where  he  did  not 
have  the  authority  in  this  matter,  now 
has  the  authority  and  the  duty  to  require 
that  the  States,  under  their  plans,  must 
resist  that  kind  of  unnecessary  charging 
of  old  people  which,  of  course,  is  a  very 
great  burden  on  the  program. 

Mr.  GORE.  In  case  my  remarks  should 
be  considered  prejudicial  to  any  par- 
ticular State,  let  me  say  that  New  York 
is  not  the  only  State  in  which  an  ex- 
orbitant schedule  of  fees  has  been  un- 
covered; although  I  think  that  under 
present  law,  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education  and  Welfare  should  have 
taken  some  steps  in  that  regard.  But  un- 
questionably we  have  one  good  provi- 
sion; namely,  the  legislative  authority 
for  him  to  deny  a  plan  that  permits  such 
outrageous  charges  as  $25  for  a  simple 
office  call  by  older  people  who  are  in 
want  and  need. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Exactly.  Let 
us  understand  each  other.  I  have  many 


good  friends  who  are  doctors.  I  am  happy 
to  say  that  my  daughter  is  married  to  a 
man  whose  father  is  a  doctor.  Many  of 
my  relatives  have  been  doctors.  I  have 
the  highest  regard  for  them.  We  do  not 
propose  to  tell  them  what  their  fees  shall 
be;  but  if  a  doctor  charges  a  fee  of,  let 
us  say,  $2  for  an  office  call  for  the  aver- 
age citizen,  or  $5  for  an  average  call,  and 
then  proceeds  to  charge  a  $25  minimum 
fee  for  an  aged  person  because  the  Gov- 
ernment is  going  to  pay  the  fee,  that  is 
not  fair  to  the  taxpayers,  and  neither  is 
it  fair  to  the  older  people. 

Thus,  we  seek  to  get  at  that  problem 
as  well  as  the  problem  of  the  overpriced 
drugs. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  affirms  what 
I  know  to  be  the  case,  as  well  as  the 
sentiments  of  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  both  the  House  and  Senate,  that  this 
provision  goes  not  only  to  the  unreason- 
able cost  of  drugs,  but  also  to  the  un- 
reasonable cost  of  the  schedule  of  fees  of 
paying  the  hospital,  of  paying  the  doc- 
tor, or  of  other  costs  which  the  Federal 
Government  must  pay. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
from  Tennessee  is  correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  Senator.  I 
wish  to  say  again  that  I  regard  this  pro- 
vision as  one  of  the  legislative  achieve- 
ments in  the  bill.  The  Senator  may  recall 
that  I  took  a  part  in  the  enactment  of 
Medicare.  I  have  taken  a  part  in  the 
enactment  of  social  security  improve- 
ments, even  of  medicaid.  But  unless  we 
have  a  yardstick  of  reasonableness  as 
to  cost,  there  is  a  danger  that  the  whole 
program  can  be  broken  down. 

So  in  the  interest  of  the  soundness,  the 
efficiency,  and  the  economy  of  the  pro- 
gram, it  is  necessary  to  write  into  the  law 
the  power  to  fix  a  yardstick  of  reason- 
ableness as  to  cost.  L  thank  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  for  taking  the  lead. 

I  should  say  that  the  chairman  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
recognized,  in  conference,  the  necessity 
of  doing  something  with  respect  to  the 
reasonableness  of  the  cost  of  drugs.  But  I 
am  privileged  to  say  that  it  was  the 
chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  Representative  Mills, 
who  brought  up  instances  of  unreason- 
able professional  fees.  It  was  at  his  in- 
stance that  we  compromised  on  a  pro- 
vision that  went  further  in  some  respects 
than  the  provision  the  junior  Senator 
from  Louisiana  had  offered,  and  includes 
a  much  more  reasonable  cost. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  So  in  some 
respects  we  got  even  more  than  we  tried 
to  get,  even  though  we  did  not  actually 
get  all  that  we  had  hoped  for.  In  the 
long  run  we  might  actually  have  ended 
with  something  better  than  we  had  hoped 
to  get.  I  am  very  much  pleased. 

So  that  there  will  be  no  misunder- 
standing, and  because  some  persons 
might  seek  to  create  the  impression  that 
the  chairman  of  the  House  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  is  an  arrogant,  un- 
reasonable, unbending  person,  may  I  say 
that  no  one,  in  my  judgment,  could  be 
farther  from  the  truth  than  to  suggest 
such  a  thing. 

As  a  practical  matter,  when  the  chair- 
man of  that  committee  has  taken  his  po- 
sition, even  to  the  extent  that  he  might 
have  frustrated  the  President  of  the 
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United  States  on  a  number  of  occasions, 
such  as  the  first  time  we  went  to  con- 
ference on  a  medicare  bill — as  the  Sena- 
tor from  Tennessee  so  well  knows.  Af- 
ter the  Senator  had  fought  so  ably  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  and  prevailed,  the 
bill  died  in  conference.  When  the  chair- 
man of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  has  taken  a  sound  position  and 
has  declined  to  retreat,  he  has  usually 
done  so  because  he  has  felt  that  that  was 
what  the  House  wanted.  The  vote  in  the 
House  in  this  instance  reflects  the  feel- 
ings of  the  Members  of  the  House  and 
how  far  the  House  is  willing  to  go. 

In  this  particular  matter,  I  have  grave 
doubts  whether  we  could  have  done  any- 
thing in  the  area  of  unreasonable  drug 
costs  or  unreasonable  doctors'  fees  with- 
out the  leadership,  prestige,  and  respect 
that  the  chairman  of  the  House  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means,  the  Honorable 
Wilbur  Mills,  enjoys  in  that  body;  just 
as  I  presently  believe  there  will  not  be 
any  major  tax  bill  unless  that  distin- 
guished chairman  and  highly  regarded 
Member  of  the  House  should  decide  that 
his  duty  and  conscience  require  him  to 
take  the  lead  and  prevail  upon  the  Mem- 
bers of  the  House  to  see  it  his  way  and 
to  act  in  his  way.  I  am  not  saying  that 
he  should  or  should  not. 

In  this  particular  case,  the  chairman  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  was  feeling  the  pulse,  and  he 
knew  how  far  the  House  was  willing  to 
go.  My  impression/ is  that  the  chairman 
of  the  House  conferees  was  willing  to  be 
reasonable  with  us  in  deciding  which  of 
the  Senate  amendments  the  House  con- 
ferees would  take.  But  where  the  House 
backed  off  onto  high  ground  and  would 
not  yield  at  all,  it  was  on  the  general 
principle  that  it  was  not  willing  to  put 
this  program  on  a  basis  that  was  not  ac- 
tuarily  sound  and  was  not  willing  to  per- 
mit the  welfare  program  to  become  an  ir- 
responsible, wasteful,  inefficient  proposi- 
tion, one  which  would  be  a  disgrace  to 
the  country. 

In  those  areas  where  they  felt  very 
strongly  about  it,  where  they  had  held 
lengthy  hearings  and  their  own  studies 
proved  their  case,  they  were  not  going  to 
yield.  But  I  do  think  that,  insofar  as 
money  was  available  and  we  had  the 
votes  for  it,  the  House  conferees  were 
willing  to  deal  with  those  provisions,  as- 
suming the  money  was  there  to  pay  for  it. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen- 
ator yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  will  recall  that 
there  was  strong  resistance  on  the  part 
of  the  conferees  representing  the  House 
to  accept  any  provision  with  respect  to 
excessive  costs  of  drugs.  The  Senator  will 
recall  that  the  House  Members  took  the 
position  that  it  had  never  been  the  sub- 
ject of  legislation  in  the  House,  that  it 
had  never  had  a  committee  hearing  or  a 
vote  on  the  floor,  and  therefore  they  did 
not  wish  to  deal  with  it. 

The  Senate  conferees,  on  the  other 
hand,  insisted  that  the  Senate  had  not 
only  a  legislative  history,  but  a  long  his- 
tory of  legislative  effort  in  this  field,  and 
that  after  committee  hearings  and  after 
a  rollcall  vote,  we  finally  had  brought  to 
the  conference  a  serious  proposal  to  regu- 
late excessive  costs,  which  should  not 


rightly  be  placed  upon  these  programs 
and  upon  the  American  taxpayer. 

The  House  finally  yielded  with  a  com- 
promise, and  we  sought  in  the  compro- 
mist  to  give  to  the  Secretary  the  au- 
thority, which  I  have  already  indicated, 
to  prevent  excessive  cost  not  only  with 
respect  to  drug  and  professional  fees, 
but  other  excessive  costs. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
is  correct. 

Permit  me  to  say  further  that  I  have 
been  in  the  Senate  for  some  time.  This 
is  my  19th  year  of  service  here.  It  has 
been  my  privilege  to  serve  on  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance  for  a  number  of  years 
and  to  be  one  of  the  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate.  In  years  gone  by  I 
have  seen  some  magnificent  bills  which 
should  have  become  law  die  because  the 
conferees  were  not  able  to  move  closely 
enough  together  to  resolve  differences 
between  the  House  and  the  Senate. 

I  recall  so  well  two  conferences  in 
which  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
worked  diligently  with  me  and  others. 
One  was  a  bill  to  provide  medicare  and 
the  other  to  provide  a  cost-of-living  in- 
crease in  social  security.  I  believe  I  was 
the  only  Senator  who  was  against  ad- 
journing the  Senate  that  year  because 
to  me  it  was  a  tragedy  that  we  did  not 
act  to  help  the  aged  people  who  needed 
it.  It  served  the  purpose.  The  issue  went 
to  the  people.  The  people  voted  for  Lyn- 
don Johnson,  who  was  for  medicare;  and 
they  voted  against  Senator  Goldwater, 
who  had  taken  a  position  against  the 
medicare  provision. 

The  same  House  conferees  who  had 
stood  firmly  against  medicare  then  pro- 
ceeded to  take  the  lead  in  passing  the 
bill,  on  the  ground,  apparently,  that  it 
was  what  the  people  wanted  and  indi- 
cated in  their  decision  at  the  polls. 

Then,  we  had  a  bill  which  could  have 
been  a  landmark  bill  with  regard  to  un- 
employment insurance.  We  wanted  to  be 
sure  there  would  be  minimum  standards 
in  State  insurance  plans.  We  -went  to 
conference  on  it.  The  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee was  one  of  the  conferees.  We  made 
every  effort  to  persuade  the  House  mem- 
bers. They  would  not  yield  for  a  mo- 
ment. Their  view  was  that  the  House  was 
not  willing  to  put  any  Federal  standards 
in  that  program.  So  what  happened  was 
zero.  Even  the  House  bill  was  a  good  bill. 
The  Senate  bill  was  a  much  better  bill. 
But  the  work  of  both  Houses  went  for 
naught  and  the  unemployed  workers  did 
not  get  the  improved  program  which 
they  had  a  right  to  expect. 

Those  kinds  of  frustrations  we  must 
seek  to  avoid.  I  would  hope  that  Sen- 
ators who,  like  myself,  saw  some  of  their 
amendments  go  down  to  defeat  when 
the  conference  was  concluded,  will  keep 
in  mind  that  there  will  be  another  day; 
that  with  it  all  this  is  the  biggest  in- 
crease in  cash  payments  under  social 
security  ever  voted  by  the  House  or  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  shall 
discuss  this  conference  report  in  detail 
later,  but  first  I  wish  to  say  that  I  think 
the  Senator  has  done  an  excellent  job 
in  describing  this  report  of  the  conferees. 


I  agree  with  him  that  Representative 
Mills  and  the  House  conferees  took  the 
only  position  they  thought  could  be  sus- 
tained on  the  floor  of  the  House.  The 
rollcall  vote  in  the  House  today  showed 
that  they  were  correct  in  analyzing  the 
sentiment  there. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  men- 
tioned the  contribution  the  chairman  of 
the  House  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
made  in  getting  written  into  the  bill  a 
provision  under  which  HEW  can  approve 
or  disapprove  plans  under  medicare  or 
title  19  which  he  thinks  are  excessive 
in  cost  as  to  doctors'  fees  and  other 
charges. 

The  Senator  will  recall  that  it  was  the 
unanimous  opinion  of  the  conferees  that 
the  existing  law  already  provided  such 
authority;  however,  the  Department  was 
interpreting  it  otherwise.  It  was  upon 
Chairman  Mill's  recommendation  that 
we  spell  out  in  the  law  that  authority 
which  had  previously  been  included  in 
the  House  report  at  the  time  medicare 
was  first  enacted. 

However,  now  there  can  be  no  question 
but  that  they  have  the  authority  to  reject 
a  plan  submitted  by  a  State  agency  or 
any  group. 

I  think  it  should  be  pointed  out  that 
during  this  conference  the  House  ac- 
cepted scores  of  amendments  which  the 
Senate  had  adopted.  At  the  same  time  we 
lost  a  lot  of  Senate  amendments,  some 
of  which  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  was 
the  author.  We  lost  an  amendment  or 
two  of  which  I  was  the  author.  In  fact,  I 
do  not  think  there  was  a  single  conferee 
who  did  not  lose  some  of  his  amendments 
in  this  conference.  That  was  to  be  ex- 
pected on  a  bill  of  this  size. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  At  least  some 
of  them. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Likewise 
we  lost  other  amendments  which  had 
been  approved  by  the  Finance  Committee 
and  the  Senate  as  a  whole.  However,  the 
position  of  the  House  conferees  was  that 
the  only  bill  they  could  get  approved  by 
the  House  was  one  that  held  the  tax  base 
not  to  exceed  $7,800.  They  could  not  go 
beyond  that. 

This  meant  that  the  benefits  would 
have  to  be  brought  down  to  a  level  so 
that  we  could  be  assured  the  social  se- 
curity fund  would  be  actuarially  sound. 

In  doing  this,  the  bill  still  provides  a 
13-percent  increase  in  benefits  for  all. 

Those  social  security  beneficiaries  who 
are  today  receiving  the  minimum  will  get 
a  25-percent  increase. 

The  retirement  income  test  is  raised 
under  this  bill  from  the  present  rate  of 
$1,500  to  $1,680. 

Many  other  additional  benefits  appear 
under  the  medicare  and  welfare  sections, 
at  the  same  time  certain  glaring  abuses 
under  both  these  latter  two  programs  are 
corrected. 

This  is  a  good  bill,  one  that  is  fair  to 
the  social  security  beneficiaries,  and  at 
the  same  time  it  has  given  consideration 
to  the  plight  of  the  wage  earner  who  pays 
this  tax. 

The  Senate  conferees  brought  back  the 
best  bill  we  could  get.  I  think  we  brought 
back  a  good  bill,  one  which  should  be  and 
will  be  approved  by  the  Senate  by  an 
overwhelming  vote.  In  fact,  I  predict  that 
after  all  the  arguments  have  been  made 
even  those  Members  who  appear  to  be 
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unhappy  with  the  report  today  will  be 
voting  for  the  conference  report  when 
the  roll  is  called.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
in  a  very  real  sense  the  honor  of  the  Sen- 
ate is  at  stake  in  the  action  we  take  on 
this  legislation.  The  whole  Nation  is 
watching  to  see  if  this  body  really  in- 
tends to  go  back  on  a  promise  made  to 
the  Nation's  sick,  poor,  and  aged.  Is  this 
body  going  to  sacrifice  the  well-being  of 
millions  of  needy  people  by  rejecting  this 
conference  report.  I  am  confident  that 
when  the  roll  is  called  the  Senate  will  not 
be  found  wanting. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  urge 
that  the  conference  report  be  agreed  to. 

I  do  not  take  that  position  because  of 
the  feeling  that,  if  we  do  not  agree  to  it, 
there  will  be  no  legislation  in  the  90th 
Congress.  I  urge  its  adoption  because  I 
think  it  is  a  good  bill,  and  merits  the 
support  of  everyone  who  reads  it. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  am  satisfied  that 
if  this  conference  report  is  rejected, 
there  will  be  no  social  security  legislation 
in  the  90th  Congress.  But  this  is  a  very 
good  bill,  and  I  intend  at  this  time  to 
summarize  some  of  its  features,  for  there 
will  be  many  Senators  who  will  have  an 
opportunity,  before  we  convene  again  in 
the  morning,  to  read  the  Record. 

In  the  first  place,  this  bill  carries  the 
largest  dollar  increase  in  benefits  that 
has  ever  been  granted.  Average  benefits 
will  be  increased  by  13  percent,  the  mini- 
mum benefit  by  25  percent,  effective  by 
March  next  year.  It  will  benefit  22.9  mil- 
lion people;  and  the  total  amount  of  the 
annual  increase  is  over  $3  billion. 

The  conference  report  also  increases 
the  amount  of  wages  that  a  beneficiary 
can  earn  and  still  be  eligible  for  retire- 
ment benefits.  I  realize  there  are  many 
people  who  would  like  to  have  no  limit. 
There  are  others  who  would  like  to  have 
the  maximum  figure  raised  higher  than 
it  is  from  the  present  limit  of  $1,500  to 
$1,680  before  any  reduction  of  benefits 
occurs.  However,  the  fact  remains  that 
social  security  is  financed  on  the  basis 
that  retirement  is  one  of  the  tests.  At 
the  present  time,  a  retiree  can  earn  only 
$125  a  month  without  having  his  social 
security  adversely  affected.  That  figure 
is  now  raised  to  $140  a  month.  This  pro- 
vision will  benefit  760,000  people. 

A  liberalization  is  provided  in  refer- 
ence to  disabled  widows  and  widowers. 
This  provision  will  work  to  the  benefit 
of  65,000  such  persons,  and  amounts  to 
about  $60  million  in  increased  benefits. 

The  bill  provides  that  a  child  shall  be 
considered  a  dependent  of  a  mother 
under  the  same  conditions  as  the  exist- 
ing law  considers  a  child  dependent  upon 
the  father;  175,000  children  will  benefit 
from  that  provision. 

If  a  person  becomes  totally  disabled 
while  very  young,  this  bill  makes  pro- 
vision for  him  to  qualify  as  having  an 
insured  status  much  better  than  that 
provided  in  the  present  law. 

A  vote  for  this  conference  report  will 
be  a  vote  for  a  material  benefit  for  all 
of  the  men  in  our  Armed  Forces.  Some 
years  ago,  it  was  provided  that  a  member 
of  our  Armed  Forces  shall  have  social 
security  coverage  to  the  extent  of  his 
base  pay.  This  conference  report  fixes 
the  serviceman's  coverage  as  his  base  pay 


plus  increments  of  $100  a  month,  in 
order  to  bring  his  average  wage  for  cov- 
erage up  to  a  higher  point. 

There  are  quite  a  number  of  other  Im- 
provements which  I  shall  not  take  time 
to  enumerate,  but  shall  mention  only  a 
few. 

For  example,  the  conference  report 
provides  that  a  child  adopted  by  a  sur- 
viving spouse  may  qualify  for  benefits, 
even  though  the  adoption  is  not  com- 
pleted within  2  years  after  the  death 
of  the  worker,  as  the  present  law  pro- 
vides. The  only  requirement  is  that  the 
adoption  proceedings  must  have  been 
initiated  prior  to  the  death  of  the  worker. 

A  remedy  for  the  distribution  of  under- 
payments will  favorably  affect  300,000 
cases. 

The  definition  of  the  term  "widow"  is 
materially  changed.  Under  existing  law, 
a  case  arose  where  a  serviceman  was 
married,  was  immediately  shipped  out 
for  Vietnam,  and  lost  his  life.  He  had 
not  been  married  long  enough  for  his 
widow  to  qualify  for  a  mother's  benefit 
under  social  security,  yet  he  had  given 
his  life  for  his  couhtry.  The  bill  provides 
for  a  lesser  required  duration  of  the  mar- 
riage for  an  individual  in  the  uniformed 
services  of  our  country  as  a  prerequisite 
to  qualifying  for  such  benefits. 

Another  helpful  feature  of  the  bill  is 
a  provision  for  expedited  benefit  pay- 
ments. More  timely  payment  of  social 
security  benefits  is  authorized.  When  It 
is  apparent  that  a  social  security  benefit 
is  likely  to  be  paid  and  has  been  delayed, 
the  applicant  does  not  have  to  wait  a 
long  time  for  a  determination.  It  pro- 
vides for  a  special  determination  and  ex- 
peditious handling  of  such  payments. 

The  bill  liberalizes  the  definition  of 
blindness. 

Perhaps  one  of  the  most  irritating 
items  in  the  medicare  program  has  been 
the  way  in  which  a  doctor's  bill  has  to 
be  submitted  in  order  to  be  paid.  The 
present  law  amounts,  in  a  practical  way, 
either  to  the  doctor  having  to  do  all  the 
paper  work,  or  the  patient  having  to  pay 
the  bill  and  then  submit  a  receipted  bill. 

Some  of  the  old  people  have  had  to 
borrow  the  money,  in  order  to  obtain  a 
receipted  bill.  This  measure,  upon  which 
the  Senate  will  soon  be  called  upon  to 
vote,  provides  that  the  patient  can  sub- 
mit an  itemized  bill.  It  does  not  have  to 
be  paid  prior  tp  submission  to  social  se- 
curity. Then  when  it  is  processed,  a  check 
is  made  out  to  the  recipient  who  can  turn 
it  over  to  his  doctor  for  payment  of  the 
services.  Surely,  a  much  more  logical  and 
reasonable  procedure  than  presently 
available. 

The  matter  of  participating  hospitals 
is  something  that  has  needed  the  atten- 
tion of  Congress.  There  are  people  living 
in  areas  in  which  they  do  not  have  ac- 
cess to  a  hospital  that  meets  all  of  the 
requirements  of  the  Medicare  Act.  Yet, 
people  get  sick,  become  emergency  cases, 
and  must  go  to  the  nearest  hospital.  At 
the  present  time,  a  patient  is  often  dis- 
criminated against  because  of  the  rather 
strict  medicare  regulations  concerning 
the  eligibility  of  the  hospitals,  he  can- 
not be  reimbursed  for  his  hospital  ex- 
penses. Yet  he  had  little  choice  in  select- 
ing his  hospital.  The  pending  bill  car- 
ries a  provision  that  makes  it  possible 


for  the  payment  for  services,  under  cer- 
tain conditions,  in  nonparticipating  hos- 
pitals. This  provision  will  not  let  the 
standards  down,  but  it  will  lessen  to  a 
great  degree  the  injustice  done  to  pa- 
tients now  under  the  existing  law. 

As  the  present  time  an  elderly  per- 
son is  entitled  to  90  days  of  hospitaliza- 
tion during  one  spell  of  sickness.  The 
pending  bill  provides  that,  even  after 
that  90-day  period  has  expired,  certain 
services  such  as  X-ray  and  laboratory 
services  under  part  B  can  be  paid  for  in 
the  hospital. 

There  is  another  very  important  pro- 
vision in  the  pending  bill.  Under  the  ex- 
isting law,  a  patient  may  go  to  a  hospital 
for  90  days.  Then,  after  that  patient  has 
been  out  of  the  hospital  for  60  days,  he 
can  be  certified  for  another  90-day  hos- 
pitalization stay.  Sometimes  an  individ- 
ual requires  more  than  90  days  of  hos- 
pitalization. Perhaps  he  should  stay  in 
the  hospital  for  an  additional  10  days. 
Perhaps  he  will  never  get  out  of  the 
hospital. 

The  pending  bill  contains  a  provision 
which  was  agreed  upon  in  conference 
that  gives  to  every  aged  person  a  60-day 
lifetime  reserve  that  he  can  use  at  any 
time  he  wants  to.  In  other  words,  if 
someone  is  in  the  hospital  and  remains 
there  for  90  days,  during  which  time  he 
has  not  gone  home,  he  can  use  10  days 
of  his  60-day  lifetime  reserve  if  that 
becomes  necessary. 

The  services  of  podiatrists  are  included. 

I  believe  that  perhaps  two  of  the  most 
helpful  of  the  many  provisions  under  the 
medicare  section  are  the  60-day  lifetime 
reserve  and  the  affording  of  an  oppor- 
tunity to  receive  some  treatment,  if  it 
is  needed,  in  a  nonparticipating  hospital. 

Another  improvement  in  medicare 
services  is  contained  in  the  pending  bill. 
One  does  not  have  to  have  a  doctor's 
certificate  to  get  into  a  hospital.  Many 
people  are  rushed  to  a  hospital.  The  hos- 
pitals are  so  crowded  now  that  they  are 
not  going  to  admit  a  person  unless  that 
person  belongs  in  the  hospital.  A  person 
will  not  have  to  hunt  up  a  doctor  in  order 
to  get  a  certificate.  However,  the  pro- 
vision does  require  for  a  recertification, 
as  does  the  present  law. 

Another  improvement  In  the  medicare 
provisions  relates  to  X-ray  services.  A 
person  can  get  X-ray  services  by  going  to 
the  location  of  that  X-ray  service  under 
the  existing  law.  However,  the  pending 
bill  provides  for  payment  for  X-ray  serv- 
ices in  the  case  of  portable  X-ray  ma- 
chines. That  sometimes  means  a  great 
deal  to  some  of  these  people.  It  may  also 
lessen  the  cost  of  the  program. 

Provision  is  made  in  the  medicare  part 
of  the  pending  bill  for  the  purchase  of 
durable  medical  equipment.  At  the  pres- 
ent time  if  a  medicare  patient  needs  a 
wheelchair,  payment  can  be  made  for  the 
rental  of  a  wheelchair.  However,  the  pur- 
chase of  a  wheelchair  is  not  covered. 
There  might  be  good  reasons  for  buying  a 
wheelchair.  Provision  is  provided  in  the 
pending  bill  for  that. 

Under  the  existing  law,  Individuals  who 
reach  65  years  of  age  in  1968  will  not 
receive  medicare  services  unless  they 
have  six  quarters  of  coverage  under  so- 
cial security.  In  the  pending  bill  that 
period  is  reduced  to  three  quarters. 
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Some  new  and  beneficial  features  are 
contained  in  that  part  of  the  social  se- 
curity law  that  we  generally  refer  to  as 
welfare.  For  the  first  time  the  Federal 
Government  under  the  Social  Security 
Act  will  participate  financially  in  a  pro- 
gram making  training  and  work  avail- 
able for  welfare  recipients. 

We  have  reached  a  tragic  situation  in 
this  country.  There  are  people  on  welfare 
whose  children  are  on  welfare  and  whose 
grandchildren  grow  up  to  be  on  welfare. 
Provisions  are  made  in  the  pending  bill 
for  referring  these  people  for  employ- 
ment, or,  if  they  cannot  take  employ- 
ment, for  training.  However,  that  is  not 
all.  In  order  to  get  them  over  the  hump 
and  convert  them  from  welfare  recipients 
to  wage  earners,  they  can  retain  some  of 
their  earnings  without  losing  their  wel- 
fare payments.  There  is  an  incentive 
provided  to  work  rather  than  merely  to 
receive  the  assistance  money. 

One  will  ask  where  they  are  going  to 
get  jobs.  A  definite  program  has  been 
worked  out  that  will  be  of  great  assist- 
ance in  that  regard  as  these  welfare  re- 
cipients in  appropriate  cases  are  referred 
for  work.  If  they  can  get  a  job  in  private 
employment,  that  is  fine.  If  they  cannot 
get  a  job,  they  are  then  referred  for 
training. 

If,  after  training,  they  cannot  get  a 
job  in  private  employment,  arrange- 
ments are  made  so  that  they  can  have 
employment  with  some  governmental 
subdivision.  The  Secretary  of  Labor  is 
authorized  to  enter  into  agreements  with 
a  county  or  a  city  and  transfer  to  that 
agency  money  that  would  have  been  paid 
in  welfare.  The  governmental  subdivision 
in  turn  can  hire  these  people  to  do  useful 
work,  putting  up  a  portion  of  their  wages. 
Maybe  some  of  them  are  not  physically 
able  to  scoop  snow.  However,  that  does 
not  mean  that  they  cannot  help  to  clean 
up  a  public  park  or  do  some  other  useful 
thing. 

In  the  work-incentive  program,  if  peo- 
ple can  get  private  employment,  they  are 
referred  for  that.  If  they  cannot  get  pri- 
vate employment,  they  can  work  for  some 
governmental  subdivision.  Whenever 
they  reach  a  point  at  which  they  can 
graduate  into  private  employment,  that 
will  be  done. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  was  the 
Senator  impressed — I  am  sure  the  senior 
Senator  from  Tennessee  was — at  the 
statistics  given  to  the  conferees  concern- 
ing the  success  of  the  training  program 
in  bridging  this  gap  from  idleness  to  use- 
ful employment? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  was.  I  think  that  we 
are  all  indebted  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Finance  Committee  for  coming  forth 
with  this  plan  with  the  various  priori- 
ties. I  have  described  the  three  priori- 
ties— the  first  being  referral  for  employ- 
ment in  private  industry,  and  the  second 
being  training  for  regular  employment, 
and  the  third,  employment  for  a  govern- 
mental subdivision.  Under  the  third  pro- 
gram with  appropriate  safeguards,  they 
can  be  referred  to  a  nonprofit  organi- 
zation that  is  performing  a  public  serv- 
ice. But  that  has  to  be  passed  upon  by 
a  special  panel.  It  was  the  desire  of  the 


committee  that  they  do  nothing  that 
would  give  someone  an  advantage  by 
employing  welfare  labor  or  subsidized 
labor  in  any  way. 

An  illustration  of  the  third  category 
of  employment  will  make  this  clear.  If 
the  welfare  recipient  is  an  appropriate 
person  to  go  to  work  and  could  not  be 
placed  in  private  enterprise,  he  would 
work  for  the  city  or  the  county,  and  the 
city  or  the  county  would  be  given  the 
relief  money  with  which  to  pay  him. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  call  to  the  Senator's  at- 
tention the  summary  of  social  security 
amendments,  the  committee  print, 
which  is  on  his  desk.  I  refer  to  page  29, 
the  last  page. 

Based  upon  the  experience  of  the 
Labor  Department  in  this  field,  at  the 
suggestion  of  the  conferees,  certain  sta- 
tistics are  printed  which  show  that  the 
Labor  Department  anticipates  that 
within  4  years  they  will  be  able  to  place 
into  gainful  employment  250,000  people 
who  are  not  now  gainfully  employed 
and  who  are  upon  the  welfare  rolls. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  appreciate  this  contri- 
bution by  the  Senator.  I  also  point  out 
that  this  may  involve  their  children  and 
successive  generations,  because  we  are 
developing  in  this  country  categories  of 
people  who  remain  on  welfare  for  genera- 
tion after  generation. 

However,  getting  back  to  the  third 
category  of  available  employment,  I 
might  cite  the  situation  in  a  community 
where  the  American  Legion,  the  Salva- 
tion Army,  or  the  Boy  Scouts  might  want 
to  build  a  camp  for  general  public  use 
of  all  children.  The  organization  would 
be  permitted  to  participate  in  a  contract 
with  the  Secretary  of  Labor  whereby 
welfare  money  would  be  turned  over  to 
it  and  the  money  would  be  paid  out  in 
wages  for  useful  work  performed  for  this 
public  purpose,  rather  than  a  dole  just 
given  to  the  welfare  recipient,  assum- 
ing that  it  is  a  case  in  whicli  his  health 
or  family  is  such  that  he  should  be  em- 
ployed. 

I  am  supporting  these  provisions  not 
only  because  they  will  result  in  a  saving 
in  public  funds  in  the  long  run,  I  am 
also  supporting  them  because  we  owe 
this  to  these  people.  I  believe  that  most 
citizens  would  rather  be  productive  than 
be  on  welfare. 

I  am  thoroughly  convinced  that  every 
child  is  much  better  off  living  in  a  family 
whose  head  is  doing  useful  work  for  the 
money  he  receives,  rather  than  receiving 
a  welfare  check.  Perhaps  it  has  been  a 
mistake  that  some  of  these  welfare  rolls 
have  grown  so  large.  Nevertheless,  they 
have.  Something  must  be  done  to  reverse 
the  trend.  I  believe  that  what  is  offered 
in  this  proposal  will  move  in  the  right 
direction. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to 
refer  to  another  new  provision  in  this 
measure.  For  the  first  time,  the  Federal 
Government  will  match  money  for  emer- 
gency assistance.  This  has  not  been  in 
the  law  before.  For  a  period  of  30  days, 
emergency  assistance  can  be  paid  in 
cases  where  they  cannot  meet  other 
qualifications.  Many  of  the  States  have 
asked  for  this  provision,  and  it  is  one 


that  should  be  looked  at  by  those  who 
say  they  will  reject  this  bill  because  it 
is  not  liberal.  It  would  do  many  of  the 
things  for  which  States,  welfare  direc- 
tors, and  others  have  been  asking  for  a 
long  time. 

I  believe  I  have  read  that  the  confer- 
ence report  was  criticized  because  it  did 
not  contain  a  provision  for  a  pass-along 
to  the  recipient  of  an  increase  of  the 
money  available  for  old-age  assistance. 
That  is  not  quite  correct.  In  fact,  it  is 
not  correct  at  all. 

In  the  act  of  1965,  when  social  security 
benefits  were  raised,  old-age  assistance 
benefits  were  raised,  and  provision  was 
made  to  permit  States  to  pass  along  at 
least  $5  per  month  of  that  raise  to  the 
recipient,  so  that  it  would  not  just  be  a 
saving  of  funds  for  the  State.  Only  16 
States  have  availed  themselves  of  that 
provision.  The  provision  is  retained,  and 
an  additional  $2.50  is  provided.  Most  of 
the  States,  if  they  find  they  can  and  if 
they  so  choose,  can  use  this  increase  in 
social  security  to  pass  along  to  those  on 
old-age  assistance,  so  that  the  recipient 
actually  gets  an  increase,  rather  than 
just  use  that  money  to  help  carry  the  in- 
creased load. 

I  feel  a  few  comments  concerning  the 
AFDC  sections  of  this  bill  and  the  part 
that  has  been  criticized  should  be  made. 
The  term  AFDC  means  aid  to  families 
with  dependent  children.  It  is  a  welfare 
program  in  which  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment participates.  It  involves,  in  part, 
children  whose  father  is  dead.  It  involves 
children  whose  father  is  disabled.  It  also 
provides  aid  in  instances  where  the 
father  is  absent  from  the  home. 

In  the  latter  category  is  the  so-called 
freeze.  It  was  felt  by  many  that  it  was 
necessary  to  do  something  with  the  ever- 
increasing  number  of  cases  under  the 
AFDC  program  in  the  category  where  the 
father  has  deserted. 

It  is  not  a  harsh  or  a  cruel  freeze. 
It  will  not  take  anyone  off  the  rolls  who 
is  there  now.  But  this  is  what  it  amounts 
to:  Beginning  July  1  of  next  year,  the 
total  dollars  that  a  State  can  receive  can 
only  be  increased  in  accord  with  the 
proportion  of  this  narrowed  category  of 
AFDC  cases  as  a  proportion  of  the  popu- 
lation under  18  in  the  first  calendar  quar- 
ter after  January  1,  1968. 

Mr.  President,  while  it  is  true  that 
they  can  only  increase  their  amount 
of  Federal  funds  as  the  population  in- 
creases, there  are  other  features  in  the 
bill  which  offer  remedies.  In  the  first 
place,  the  work-incentive  provisions  will 
be  available  for  a  great  many  mothers 
and  they  can  avail  themselves  of  it  and 
it  will  be  helpful.  Also,  the  State  can  do 
a  better  job  if  it  enforces  the  law  and 
requires  deserting  fathers  to  support 
their  children. 

There  are  provisions  for  family  plan- 
ning. Birth  control  services  are  on  a  vol- 
untary basis  and  will  not  be  forced  on 
anyone,  but  will  be  made  available. 

I  might  point  out  that  28  States  have 
yet  to  avail  themselves  of  a  program  of 
aid  to  dependent  children  where  the 
father  is  unemployed.  Those  28  States 
can  take  advantage  of  it  and  thus  relieve 
part  of  the  temptation  for  fathers  to 
desert. 

I  would  point  out  that  if  a  State  is 
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adversely  affected  by  this  freeze  it  can 
readjust  its  eligibility  requirements  so  it 
can  provide  for  the  more  needy  cases. 

While  this  provision  has  some  very 
good  aspects,  it  will  not  result  in  any 
wholesale  cutting  off  of  children  from 
the  AFDC  rolls.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
State  cannot  remove  children  that  are 
on  the  rolls  now.  They  may  have  to  pay 
the  entire  bill  but  they  have  the  means 
to  keep  them  all  on  the  rolls  because 
these  other  training  provisions  are  avail- 
able to  them  to  hold  the  load  down. 

Then,  there  is  one  other  matter.  The 
social  security  and  Federal  tax  records 
can  be  used  by  an  appropriate  court  in 
locating  a  deserting  father  so  that  he 
can  be  required  to  support  his  family. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  wish  to  speak 
briefly  about  medicaid.  Title  XIX  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  provides  for  Federal 
matching  in  the  payment  of  medical  bills 
for  the  medically  indigent.  It  was  up  to 
the  States  to  determine  who  was  medi- 
cally indigent.  Some  States  fixed  the 
amount  rather  high.  It  was  apparent,  in 
looking  at  the  record  for  several  years, 
that  a  program  originally  presented  to 
us  as  costing  only  a  few  hundred  million 
dollars  was  going  to  run  into  several  bil- 
lion dollars. 

I  believe  it  was  sound  and  right  that 
the  Congress  fix  a  limit  on  how  high  the 
State  can  go,  but  not  place  a  limit  on 
Federal  participation.  The  solution  ar- 
rived at  by  the  conference  amounts  to 
this.  The  Federal  matching  money  can 
be  used  to  provide  medical  assistance  to 
anyone  or  any  family  where  the  income 
does  not  exceed  133  percent  of  the  AFDC 
payment  level. 

Under  this  definition,  no  person  in 
any  State  who  was  receiving  cash  welfare 
benefits  will  be  denied  medicaid.  In  ad- 
dition, anyone  who  is  eligible  but  not 
drawing  a  welfare  case  payment  will  au- 
tomatically be  available  for  medicaid. 

I  think  this  ceiling,  if  one  wishes  to 
call  it  that,  is  necessary.  I  think  it  is  just 
and  fair  as  between  States.  I  believe  it 
is  in  line  with  what  Congress  thought  it 
was  doing  when  the  program  was  in- 
augurated at  the  time  medicaid  was  in- 
augurated. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  take  no  further 
time.  Again,  I  wish  to  repeat  that  this 
measure  carries  many  improvements  in 
the  social  security  law.  It  provides  for  a 
number  of  improvements  in  the  medicare 
program.  It  carries  a  13-percent  increase 
in  social  security  benefits,  with  a  25- 
percent  increase  for  those  who  receive 
the  minimum  benefits. 

I  regard  this  as  a  bill  that  is  much  more 
sound  than  it  was  when  previously  before 
the  Senate.  Some  of  the  very  costly  pro- 
visions on  the  long  range  were  eliminated. 

Mr.  President,  it  so  happens  that  those 
particular  portions  of  the  social  security 
law  would  not  have  been  of  much  im- 
mediate benefit.  Under  the  bill  passed  by 
the  House  of  Representatives  the  maxi- 
mum tax  on  an  employee  could  reach 
$448.40  by  1987.  Under  the  Senate  bill 
the  tax  would  have  gone  to  $626.40  by 
1980,  and  continued  thereafter.  Under 
the  conference  report  the  maximum  tax 
will  not  exceed  $460.20,  and  it  will  not  be 
reached  until  1987. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  the  confer- 
ence report  will  be  adopted. 


I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  state  my  strong  support  in  favor  of 
the  Senate's  acceptance  of  the  confer- 
ence agreement  on  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967. 

This  bill,  which  has  survived  an  ardu- 
ous legislative  road,  arrives  in  its  present 
status  in  the  Senate  as  a  responsible 
piece  of  legislation  containing  both  an 
adequate  benefit  increase  and  other  fine 
and  lasting  improvements  in  programs 
under  the  Social  Security  Act.  Most  im- 
portant of  all,  the  package  that  is  pre- 
sented to  the  Senate  for  approval  is  rea- 
sonably priced  and  can  be  supported  by 
the  taxpayers  of  this  country. 

In  order  to  consider  the  conference 
agreement  in  its  proper  light,  one  must 
be  aware  that  it  results  from  long,  hard 
legislative  labor.  In  March  of  this  year, 
almost  10  months  ago,  the  House  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means  initiated 
public  hearings  on  this  proposal.  Liter- 
ally hundreds  of  witnesses  were  heard 
and  thousands  of  pages  of  testimony  di- 
gested. The  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
met  in  almost  constant  and  continuous 
executive  session,  meeting  6C  times  to 
mark  up  and  forge  a  strong  and  ade- 
quate bill.  The  House  committee  pre- 
sented to  its  Members  what  it  felt  was  a 
responsive  piece  of  legislation  eagerly 
awaited  by  many  millions  of  benefici- 
aries. The  House  responded  with  almost 
a  full-fledged  acceptance  of  the  bill  as 
reported  by  voting  in  favor,  414  to  3. 

In  August  the  Finance  Committee  re- 
ceived the  House-passed  measure  and 
very  shortly  thereafter  commenced  pub- 
lic hearings  lasting  almost  4  weeks,  fol- 
lowed by  3  weeks  of  executive  sessions 
that  gave  depth  and  consideration  to 
not  only  the  House  bill  but  the  varied 
suggestions  of  witnesses  and  other  social 
security  legislation  pending  before  it. 
The  Finance  Committee  then  reported 
a  responsive  but  costly  piece  of  legisla- 
tion providing  $2.4  billion  more  in  ben- 
efits over  the  House  proposal.  The  in- 
crease of  benefits  was  great,  but  the 
committee  responsibly  provided  the 
nececessary  financing  to  pay  for  these 
benefits.  This  meant  that  a  worker  earn- 
ing the  maximum  covered  wages  in  1968, 
insteading  of  paying  $334,  would  pay 
$28  more  than  under  the  House  bill 
yearly  or  about  $362,  and  by  1973  he 
would  pay  nearly  $562  yearly — $130  more 
in  taxes  than  what  was  called  for  under 
the  House  bill.  By  1987,  the  worker  would 
be  paying  on  an  annual  basis  $626.40 
under  the  Finance  Committee  bill,  which 
would  have  been  approximately  $180 
more  yearly  than  under  the  House  bill. 

The  Senate  and  House  tax  rates  were 
almost  identical,  but  the  difference  in 
the  tax  payments  resulted  from  the  fact 
that  the  Finance  Committee  bill  would 
have  increased  the  wage  base  from  the 
$7,600  permanently  scheduled  in  the 
House  bill  to  $8,000  in  1968,  $8,800  in 
1969,  and  $10,800  in  1972  and  thereafter. 
The  final  base  increase  would  have  been 
$3,200  more  than  in  the  House  bill.  This 
additional  financing  put  the  more  gen- 
erous Senate  bill  in  a  balanced  position 
when  it  went  to  the  floor.  There  the  bill 
was  placed  in  a  perilous  position.  After 
extensive  debate  and  successful  defeat 
of  many  costly  and  questionable  amend- 


ments, the  Senate  added  to  the  Finance 
Committee  bill  several  far-reaching  and 
costly  floor  amendments  resulting  in  an 
actuarial  imbalance  of  a  previously  re- 
sponsible bill. 

When  the  conferees  took  the  Senate 
bill  to  the  House  side,  we  had  a  bill 
which  provided  over  a  billion  and  one- 
half  more  dollars  of  benefits  and  not  1 
cent  more  of  financing.  In  order  to  have 
placed  the  bill  passed  by  the  Senate  in 
actuarial  balance,  it  would  have  required 
chat  we  raise  the  scheduled  taxes  con- 
tained in  the  Senate  bill  by  one-half  of 
1  percent.  This  would  have  meant  that 
the  employer  and  employee,  instead  of 
paying  at  a  rate  of  4.4  percent  in  1968, 
should  have  been  paying  at  a  rate  of 
almost  5  percent.  In  dollars,  this  would 
have  meant  an  additional  employer- 
employee  tax  of  $40  that  year  and  in- 
creasing considerably  thereafter. 

While  the  Senate  opened  the  bill  to 
high-cost  amendments,  it  was  not  re- 
sponsible in  financing  them.  This  partic- 
ular fact  was  consistently  pointed  out  to 
us  by  the  House  conferees  and  ultimately 
led  to  the  discarding  of  many  of  the 
Senate  amendments. 

This  process  follows  the  historical  pat- 
tern of  most  social  security  legislation; 
namely,  the  House  passes  a  social  security 
bill — the  Senate  broadens  and  liberalizes 
it — the  conference  trims  the  excess.  In 
this  perspective,  the  conference  agree- 
ment is  a  good  bill.  It  contains  among  its 
highlights,  first  and  foremost,  a  13- 
percent  overall  benefit  increase  to  social 
security  beneficiaries  with  a  guaranteed 
$55  minimum.  This  can  hardly  be  called 
inadequate  since  the  cost  of  living  has  not 
risen  more  than  8  percent  since  the  last 
social  security  increase.  In  fact,  this 
benefit  increase  of  13  percent,  coupled 
with  a  $55  minimum,  has  been  properly 
acclaimed  as  the  largest  cash  increase  in 
the  history  of  the  social  security  program. 

With  respect  to  medicare,  a  program 
which  I  can  proudly  say  that  I  am  as- 
sociated with  and  knowledgeable  in,  the 
agreement  provides  60  additional  days  of 
hospital  coverage  for  individual  medi- 
care beneficiaries.  This  provision  should 
be  of  great  assistance  to  those  individuals 
who  have  continual  and  recurring  ill- 
nesses and  thus  can  look  to  this  bank  of 
60  days  hospital  coverage  to  help  meet 
ever-rising  hospital  expenses.  It  should 
also  be  of  benefit  to  those  unfortunate 
enough  to  sustain  a  long-term  illness  and 
exhaust  their  present  90 -day  benefit. 

Another  significant  medicare  provision 
provides  an  easier  method  for  the  elderly 
to  receive  payment  for  the  doctors'  bills 
that  they  incur. 

I  was  disappointed  that  the  conferees 
did  not  agree  to  accept  my  amendment 
which  would  have  provided  a  rational 
method  for  the  expansion  of  medical 
facilities  and  the  acquisition  of  large 
capital  items  under  the  medicare  pro- 
gram. By  proper  coordination  of  medical 
facility  expansion  and  acquisition,  a 
great  deal  of  savings  could  be  achieved. 
However,  it  was  the  feeling  of  the  Kouso 
conferees  that  further  time  should  be 
given  to  determine  If  this  type  of  control 
were  needed.  It  is  my  feeling  that  by  tak- 
ing the  proper  steps  now,  we  would  be 
able  to  control  the  ever-rising  costs  and 
forestall  unnecessary  expenditures  under 
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the  medicare  program.  This  particular 
problem  is  one  that  assuredly  will  be  con- 
sidered in  the  near  future  once  again. 

The  next  item  that  should  receive  at- 
tention is  the  savings  which  the  confer- 
ence committee  agreement  achieves  in 
what  has  been  sometimes  referred  to  as 
the  "dark  horse"  of  the  1965  amend- 
ments— namely,  title  XIX — medicaid.  If 
left  unchecked  and  with  no  change  in 
present  law,  the  anticipated  cost  of  this 
program  would  rise  to  the  unprecedented 
level  of  $3.1  billion  by  1972.  This  stagger- 
ing cost  was  neither  estimated,  foreseen, 
nor  intended,  when  the  program  was  ini- 
tiated in  1965.  We  should  not  have  left  it 
unrestricted  in  1965,  and  I  now  warmly 
applaud  the  restriction  agreed  to  by  the 
conferees,  which  by  1972  will  reduce  the 
anticipated  costs  by  an  estimated  $1.4 
billion.  This  will  go  far  to  relieve  the  al- 
ready heavy  strain  on  our  future  Federal 
commitment.  In  my  estimation,  the 
brakes  must  be  applied  to  medicaid  be- 
fore running  uncontrolled  it  smashes  the 
entire  welfare  program. 

What  I  have  just  described  are  what  I 
consider  a  few  highlights  of  a  bill  which 
comprised  nearly  500  pages  when  it  was 
before  the  conferees.  I  do  not  feel  that 
an  adequate  explanation  can  really  be 
given  of  the  overall  provisions  and  excel- 
lence of  this  measure  in  the  brief  time  I 
have  spoken.  However,  perhaps  its  most 
significant  feature  is  that  it  pays  its  way 
in  a  responsible  manner — yet  provides 
adequate  benefit  increases  and  improves 
the  status  of  our  needy,  homeless,  or- 
phaned, and  widowed. 

The  conference  committee  agreement 
does  not  overburden  the  workers  with  a 
tax  that  they  cannot  carry  and  still  meet 
their  own  financial  obligations. 

I  salute  the  chairman  of  the  Finance 
Committee,  Senator  Russell  B.  Long, 
who  labored  diligently  for  the  Finance 
Committee  bill,  fought  hard  on  the  floor 
to  maintain  its  integrity,  struggled  val- 
iantly with  strong  and  forceful  House 
conferee  opposition,  and  succeeded  in 
bringing  back  a  fine  piece  of  legislation. 
In  this  salutation  I  urge  the  support  of 
the  Senate  for  his  fine  work  and  the  work 
of  the  conferees.  Failure  to  give  such 
support  would  kill  a  fine  bill  and  deny 
benefits  to  23  million  Americans.  Per- 
sonally, I  could  not  join  in  such  short- 
sighted negative  action.  I  know  the  Sen- 
ate could  not  either.  I,  therefore,  urge 
my  fellow  Senators  to  adopt  the  con- 
ference agreement. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
before  us  is  a  far  better  bill  from  an 
overall  standpoint  than  the  bill  which 
was  passed  by  the  Senate. 

I  might  say  that  there  were  many  of  us 
here  who  would  have  voted  against  the 
bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate  had  we  not 
had  the  assurance  that  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  would  stand 
firm,  as  they  have  indeed  done.  The  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Louisiana 
pointed  out  in  his  remarks  on  the  con- 
ference report  some  of  the  defects  that 
the  conference  committee  readily  found 
in  the  bill  passed  by  the  Senate,  such  as 
the  failure  by  the  Senate  to  match  some 
of  the  benefits  increased  by  amendments 
on  the  floor  bill  with  actuarial  provisions 
needed  to  meet  them  from  a  revenue 
point. 


I  must  say  that  I  think  all  of  us  in  the 
Senate  are  much  better  satisfied  by  the 
work  of  the  conference  committee. 

Mr.  President,  on  page  69  of  the  con- 
ference report  there  is  a  section  entitled 
"Assistance  in  the  Form  of  Institutional 
Services  in  Intermediate  Care  Facilities." 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  that 
section  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  section 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

ASSISTANCE  IN  THE  FORM  OF  INSTITUTIONAL 
SERVICES    IN   INTERMEDIATE    CARE  FACILITIES 

Amendment  No.  258:  The  Senate  amend- 
ment added  to  the  House  bill  a  new  section 
(251),  amending  title  XI  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  by  providing  (in  a  new  section 
1121)  for  Federal  financial  participation 
under  titles  I,  X,  XIV,  and  XVI,  in  vendor 
payments  in  behalf  of  certain  aged,  blind,  or 
permanently  and  totally  disabled  individuals 
whose  condition  does  not  require  care  in  a 
skilled  nursing  home  or  hospital  but  does 
require  living  accommodations  and  institu- 
tional care  available  through  intermediate 
care  facilities.  Federal  matching  would,  If  a 
State  elects,  be  at  the  same  rate  as  for  med- 
ical assistance  under  title  XIX. 

The  House  recedes  with  amendments  pro- 
viding that  (1)  intermediate  care  facilities 
must  meet  the  safety  and  sanitation  stand- 
ards applicable  to  skilled  nursing  homes,  and 
(2)  Christian  Science  sanitoria  may  be  con- 
sidered to  be  intermediate  care  facilities  with 
respect  to  such  services.  It  is  the  intention 
of  the  conferees  for  the  House  that  providing 
services  in  intermediate  care  facilities  is  not 
to  be  taken  as  authorizing,  or  acting  as  a 
precedent  for,  the  furnishing  of  custodial 
care  of  a  type  which  merely  provides,  for  wel- 
fare recipients  in  the  program  specified,  room 
and  board  with  no  personal  or  other  services. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  section 
251  of  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate — 
section  250  of  the  bill  approved  by  the 
conference — authorizes  States  at  their 
option  to  modify  their  State  plans  under 
the  categorical  assistance  programs  and 
under  MAA  to  provide  for  vendor  pay- 
ments to  facilities  which  do  not  provide 
"skilled  nursing  home  care,"  as  described 
in  title  XIX,  but  which  serve  recipients 
who  cannot  live  at  home  and  who  need 
some  care.  This  is  termed  "intermediate 
care"  in  the  bill. 

This  provision  of  the  bill  merely  recog- 
nizes the  facts  of  life  about  custodial  care 
in  "extended  care"  facilities.  These  facts 
are  that  there  are  different  levels  of  care 
now  available  and  that  not  all  patients 
need  the  same  level  of  care;  that  those 
who  need  "skilled  nursing  home  care" 
should  receive  it;  that  those  who  do  not 
require  such  a  high  level  of  care  should 
receive  what  we  have  designated  an  "in- 
termediate level  of  care";  and  that  those 
facilities  which  cannot  or  do  not  wish  to 
provide  "skilled  nursing  home  care"  can 
qualify  to  provide  an  intermediate  level 
of  care. 

This  will  save  money  by  not  requiring 
the  Government  to  pay  for  skilled  nurs- 
ing home  care  when  the  intermediate 
level  of  care  will  do;  and  it  will  enable 
more  facilities  to  qualify  to  come  into 
the  program  and  meet  the  needs  for  an 
"intermediate  level  of  care." 

Intermediate  care  is  a  term  selected  by 
the  committee  to  embrace  nursing  homes 
which  offer  less  intensive  services  than 
those  described  in  title  XIX  and  which 
we  generally  call  homes  for  the  aging, 


retirement  homes,  nursing  homes,  and 
the  like,  many  which  the  States  now  li- 
cense. The  authority  given  to  the  States 
to  make  vendor  payments  in  these  facili- 
ties and  to  receive  matching  at  the  title 
XIX  level  will  encourage  the  placement 
of  patients  in  facilities  according  to  their 
needs  and  eliminate  the  incentive  which 
has  existed  heretofore  to  overclassify  pa- 
tients and  place  them  in  facilities  where 
the  care  is  more  intensive  than  they  re- 
quire. This  should  result  both  in  benefits 
to  the  patients  and  economies  in  the  pub- 
lic assistance  programs. 

Furthermore,  the  provisions  of  this 
section  recognize  that  there  are  many 
facilities  now  licensed  as  nursing  homes 
which  do  not  provide  the  intensive  serv- 
ices described  in  title  XIX,  but  which  are 
in  no  sense  substandard  for  the  patients 
they  serve.  This  is  especially  true  in 
rural  areas  and  small  towns  where  nurs- 
ing homes  do  not  purport  to  provide 
skilled  and  intensive  nursing  home  serv- 
ice but  nevertheless  provide  a  valuable 
service  to  their  communities  for  persons 
who  require  some  care. 

Of  course,  we  must  assure  that  each 
patient  is  placed  in  the  facility  which 
meets  his  particular  needs.  Elsewhere  in 
this  bill  provision  is  made  for  the  States 
to  make  periodic  medical  reviews  of  the 
needs  and  the  care  given  to  public  as- 
sistance patients.  It  should  be  the  func- 
tion of  the  States,  through  these  medical 
reviews,  to  determine  whether  a  particu- 
lar patient  should  be  in  a  skilled  nursing 
home  as  described  in  title  XIX  or  in  one 
of  the  several  kinds  of  facilities  em- 
braced by  the  term  "intermediate  care." 
It  should  be  a  responsibility  of  the  De- 
partment of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare to  closely  coordinate  the  institu- 
tional care  of  public  assistance  recipients 
in  skilled  nursing  homes  or  in  the  sev- 
eral types  of  facilities  embraced  in  the 
term  "intermediate  care"  to  assure  that 
the  proper  level  of  service  is  available  to 
each  patient  according  to  his  needs. 

Mr.  President,  on  the  desk  of  each 
Senator  is  a  committee  print  entitled 
"Summary  of  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967 — Joint  Publication,  Com- 
mittee on  Finance  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
and  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  of 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives." 

On  page  22  of  this  report  is  a  section 
entitled  "Federal  Matching  for  Assist- 
ance Recipients  in  Intermediate  Care 
Facilities,"  and  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  it  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec- 
ord, as  follows: 

FEDERAL  MATCHING  FOR  ASSISTANCE  RECIPIENTS 
IN  INTERMEDIATE  CARE  FACILITIES 

Under  current  law,  vendor  payments  may 
be  made  with  Federal  sharing  only  in  behalf 
of  persons  in  medical  facilities,  such  as 
skilled  nursing  homes.  There  is  no  Federal 
vendor-payment  matching  for  people  who 
need  institutional  care  in  the  intermediate 
range  between  that  which  is  provided  in  a 
boarding  house  (for  which  eligible  persons 
may  receive  a  money  payment  under  the 
money  payment  programs) ,  and  those  who 
need  the  comprehensive  services  of  skilled 
nursing  homes. 

The  amendments  provide  for  vendor  pay- 
ments in  behalf  of  persons  who  qualify  for 
OAA,  AB,  or  APTD,  and  who  are  living  in 
facilities  (including  a  Christian  Science  sani- 
tarium)   which    are   more    than  boarding 
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houses  but  which  are  less  than  skilled  nurs- 
ing homes.  The  rate  of  Federal  sharing  for 
payments  for  care  in  those  institutions  is  at 
the  same  rate  as  for  medical  assistance  under 
the  XIX.  Such  homes  will  have  to  meet  safe- 
ty and  sanitation  standards  comparable  to 
those  required  for  nursing  homes  in  a  given 
State. 

This  provision  should  result  in  a  reduction 
in  the  cost  of  titls  XIX  by  allowing  States  to 
ralocate  substantial  numbers  of  welfare  re- 
cipients who  are  now  in  skilled  nursing 
homes  in  lower  cost  institutions. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  one  of  the 
disappointments  which  has  come  to  a 
number  of  us  over  the  results  of  the 
conference  is  described  on  page  45  of  the 
conference  report  relating  to  amend- 
ment No.  84.  This  amendment  was  of- 
fered by  me  and  adopted — as  the  Record 
will  show — by  the  Senate  unanimously. 

I  have  sat  in  this  Chamber  listening 
carefully  tc  the  explanation  made  by  my 
good  friend  from  Louisiana  of  the  results 
of  the  conference  committee,  but  I  do 
not  believe  he  mentioned  this.  However, 
I  do  think  that  this  part  of  the  confer- 
ence report  clearly  explains  what  hap- 
pened. It  also  points  out  that  the  De- 
partment of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare has  been  directed  to  furnish  certain 
data  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  and  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance, as  soon  as  it  is  available  which 
will,  I  understand,  enable  them  to  make 
some  recommendations  regarding  the 
serious  problem  of  proper  reimbursement 
of  hospitals. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  from  Iowa  yield? 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Does  the  Senator  from  Iowa  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Everyone 
agrees  that  there  is  much  merit  in  the 
Senator's  amendment.  The  House  con- 
ferees also  recognized  its  merit.  However, 
it  is  an  expensive  item,  something  which 
will  ultimately  have  to  be  settled.  Every- 
one agreed  that  we  should  go  into  the 
matter  next  year  and  try  to  act  on  it  in 
order  to  clear  it  up.  The  House  felt  that 
it  should  have  a  better  opportunity  to 
study  it  in  depth,  in  order  to  understand 
it  more  clearly.  I  am  confident  that 
something  along  that  line  will  happen.  It 
is  just  that  the  House  looked  at  the  cost 
and,  although  it  is  an  important  item,  it 
had  an  estimated  cost  of  more  than  $200 
million  a  year,  the  House  conferees  felt 
it  was  something  they  wanted  to  study 
and  know  more  about. 

I  know  of  no  disagreement  with  the 
Senator  on  the  merits  of  his  amendment. 
It  is  just  a  matter  of  procedure  more  than 
the  merits. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  knows  how  much  I  appreci- 
ated his  cooperation  at  the  time  the 
amendment  was  considered  in  the  Sen- 
ate. I  know  that  he  is  as  concerned  as 
I  am  about  proper  reimbursement  for  the 
services  furnished  by  our  hospitals.  I 
must  say,  however,  that  I  part  company 
with  anyone  who  suggests  that  it  is  going 
to  be  a  very  expensive  proposition. 

The  estimate  furnished  by  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee  staff  is  just  an  esti- 
timate.  I  would  rather  call  it  a  "guess- 
timate." No  one  knows.  There  are  a  great 
many  people  who  are  in  the  business  and 


they  regard  that  estimate  as  grossly  ex- 
cessive. 

One  thing  which  disappoints  me  very 
much  is  that  someone  from  the  Depart- 
ment can  come  over  to  the  Senate  Fi- 
nance Committee  and  throw  around  a 
figure  without  any  particular  figures  to 
back  it  up  to  show  that  it  was  either  just 
pulled  out  of  the  sky  or  was,  indeed, 
worked  out  intensively  with  those  in  the 
business,  as  a  result  of  which  it  has 
caused  the  conference  committee  to  de- 
cide to  put  the  matter  over.  I  might  say 
that  with  that  kind  of  excuse,  I  am  sorely 
tempted  to  try  to  get  this  thing  back  to 
the  conference  committee  so  that  the 
amendment  can  stay  in,  because  there 
is  not  a  hospital  in  this  country  that  has 
not  been  shortchanged  or  put  to  an  inor- 
dinate amount  of  bookkeeping  and  rec- 
ord-keeping in  order  to  meet  the  present 
requirements  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

Mr  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Let  me  say  to 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  that  that  esti- 
mate is  not  a  staff  estimate.  We  do  not 
have  the  expertise  on  our  staff  to  do  that. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  did  not  say  that  it  was 
a  committee  staff  estimate.  It  was  fur- 
nished to  committee  staff  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  That  is  the 
estimate  given  us  by  Robert  Myers,  the 
Chief  Actuary  of  the  Department.  He  is 
also  the  actuary  for  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  of  the  House.  Thus,  it  is  not 
really  our  estimate. 

I  am  sure  the  Senator  realizes  our 
problem,  that  we  have  to  rely  upon  the 
best  we  can  get  to  estimate  what  the  cost 
will  be.  So  far  as  the  House  is  concerned, 
he  is  their  actuary.  They  are  relying  upon 
him  to  look  at  the  costs. 

I  wish  it  had  prevailed,  but  I  think  I 
have  explained  to  the  Senator  what  some 
of  the  problems  were  in  conference. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Do  I  understand  cor- 
rectly from  my  colleague  that  it  is  his 
firm  intention  that,  during  the  coming 
session  of  Congress,  this  matter  will  be 
worked  on  by  the  Finance  Committee  so 
that  we  can  look  forward  to  having  the 
problem  resolved  in  the  coming  year? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  problem 
is  not  with  the  Senate.  The  problem  is 
with  the  House.  The  House  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  is  asking  for,  and  ex- 
pects, a  report  from  the  Department  on 
this  matter  next  year,  and  they  them- 
selves may  look  into  it  and  hold  hearings. 
The  House  may  very  well  legislate  in  this 
area.  The  Senator  will  be  saved  further 
frustration  on  this  matter,  I  am  positive; 
but  we  cannot  get  it  now,  I  regret  to  say. 

My  guess  is  that  next  year  we  will 
achieve  about  what  the  Senator  wants. 
It  might  not  be  precisely  the  same  thing, 
the  Senator  understands,  but  it  will  have 
to  be  in  that  area,  because  the  Senator's 
amendment  points  in  the  direction  of 
what  appears  to  be  necessary  for  the  hos- 
pitals. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  understand  that  tax 
legislation  must  originate  in  the  House. 
However,  the  report  says  that  the  De- 
partment is  going  to  furnish  figures  both 
to  the  House  Ways  and  Means  Commit- 
tee and  to  the  Senate  Finance  Commit- 
tee. I  would  hope  that  if  the  House  com- 
mittee lets  this  get  bogged  down,  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee  would  be  re- 


ceptive to  taking  some  initiative  on  its 
own  to  look  into  this  program,  to  see 
that  there  is  an  appropriate  amendment 
which  could  be  adopted  on  a  House- 
passed  bill,  or  that  we  would  be  ready,  if 
the  House  took  action,  to  act  on  it  as 
promptly  as  possible. 

There  is  one  other  matter  I  would 
like  to  mention  and  ask  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  about.  Of  course,  there 
are  many  defects  in  social  security  legis- 
lation as  encompassing  as  this  is,  but 
one  of  the  most  serious  defects  is  in  the 
windfalls  going  to  people  who  do  not 
need  them.  For  example,  the  record  is 
replete  with  instances  of  an  individual 
who  may  have  contributed  through  social 
security  taxes  possibly  $1,000  or  $2,000, 
but  the  value  of  the  benefits  he  is  going 
to  receive  down  through  the  years  may 
amount  to  $20,000,  $25,000,  or  $30,000. 
That  is  what  we  call  a  windfall. 

There  are  some  cases  where  every 
Member  of  the  Senate  would  agree  that 
a  windfall  is  quite  proper  from  a  social 
standpoint,  because  the  person  just  could 
not  get  along  without  it.  That  is  not  my 
problem.  My  problem  is  with  those  who, 
quite  apart  from  the  social  security  bene- 
fits for  which  they  never  really  paid 
enough  money  into  the  fund,  have  a 
very  adequate  standard  of  living  and  are 
still  receiving  the  windfall. 

I  was  hoping  that,  at  an  approrpiate 
time,  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
might  look  into  this  matter.  I  am  not 
saying  it  should  hold  hearings,  but  I 
would  think  it  should  receive  some  kind 
of  report  from  the  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration and  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  or  any 
other  appropriate  party  regarding  the 
impact  on  the  cost  of  the  Social  Security 
Administration  of  these  windfalls  going 
to,  let  us  say,  people  who  have  well 
above  the  minimum  standard  of  living. 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
could  respond  to  that.  He  knows  that  at 
one  time  I  was  proposing  an  amendment 
that  would  require  such  a  study,  but  I 
had  the  impression  that  such  an  amend- 
ment would  not  be  necessary,  and  that 
the  committee  could  look  into  the 
problem  the  coming  year. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  What  we 
would  propose  to  do  would  be  to  ask  the 
Department  to  study  it  and  report  to  us 
on  it.  We  have  requested  a  number  of 
studies  from  the  Department.  That  is 
contained  in  the  report  of  the  Finance. 
Committee  and  of  the  conferees.  It  could 
be  included  in  the  studies  we  have  re- 
quested. I  would  be  glad  to  be  of  assist- 
ance to  the  Senator  in  getting  that. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  later — 
that  is,  tomorrow — I  want  to  discuss  the 
conference  report  in  more  detail,  but  I 
would  like  at  this  time  to  make  some 
brief  opening  remarks.  I  understand  that 
some  of  my  colleagues  who  share  my  gen- 
eral view  toward  this  conference  report 
will  also  want  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  President,  to  say  that  I  was  deeply 
disturbed  and  depressed  by  the  results 
of  this  conference  report  is  to  put  it  very 
mildly.  But  may  I  hasten  to  say  that  I 
make  no  criticism  of  my  chairman  on  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee  or  my  dis- 
tinguished colleagues  on  that  committee 
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who  served  as  members  of  the  confer- 
ence. We  have  had  their  assurances  that 
they  did  the  best  they  could  in  a  very 
tough  situation  in  the  conference,  and  I 
accept  that,  as  I  have  said  before. 

I  stand  here  in  order  to  defend  the 
work  of  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
and  of  the  Senate.  I  believe  that  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee  met  daily  in 
executive  session  on  this  bill,  taking  it 
up  section  by  section,  for  approximately 
4  weeks.  That  is  my  recollection.  I  do 
not  recall  any  except  1  day  that  I  missed 
during  the  executive  sessions  of  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  as  we  considered  this 
bill,  a  very  lengthy  bill,  350  pages  or 
more  long. 

I  think  we  did  good  work  in  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee,  and  I  think  the  Sen- 
ate as  a  whole  did  good  work,  though  it 
was  obvious  that  some  amendments 
adopted,  particularly  those  that  had  to 
do  with  social  security,  here  on  the  floor, 
would  not  survive  the  conference. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  time  I  want  to 
comment  on  the  welfare  provisions  of 
this  bill,  which  I  think  are  terribly  re- 
gressive, and  which  I  think  will  have  a 
terrible  effect  on  poor  people  and  families 
throughout  this  country. 

A  statement  was  made  a  few  minutes 
ago  that  a  vote  against  the  conference 
report  is  a  vote  against  the  aged.  I  have 
here  in  my  possession  a  letter  which  I 
understand  has  now  been  mailed  to  each 
Member  of  the  Senate.  It  is  a  letter 
signed  by  Mr.  John  W.  Edelman,  presi- 
dent of  the  National  Council  of  Senior 
Citizens,  Inc.  To  that  letter,  addressed  to 
Members  of  the  Senate,  is  attached  what 
is  termed  an  urgent  memo  to  club  leaders 
of  the  national  council,  members  of  the 
executive  board,  advisory  committee,  na- 
tional organizing  committee,  and  sup- 
porting groups  of  the  national  council. 
That  memo  is  dated  December  12,  1967. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  letter  and  the  attachment 
memorandum  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  memorandum  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 
National     Council     of  Senior 
Citizens,  Inc., 

Washington,  D.C.,  December  12,  1967. 

Dear  Senator   :  On  behalf  of  the 

officers  of  the  National  Council  of  Senior 
Citizens  I  have  today  addressed  a  memoran- 
dum to  leaders  of  all  affiliated  clubs  and  sup- 
porting groups  of  the  National  Council  of 
Senior  Citizens  in  all  states. 

A  copy  of  that  memorandum  is  enclosed 
with  this  letter  for  your  information. 

It  specifically  asks  all  club  presidents  for 
the  support  of  their  clubs  concerning  the 
decision  of  officers  of  the  National  Council 
to  urge  all  members  of  the  U.S.  Senate  to  re- 
ject the  report  of  its  Senate  conferees  on  the 
social  security  bill. 

We  have  urged  their  understanding  of  our 
rejection  of  the  harsh  and  punitive  welfare 
provisions  of  the  conference  report.  We  be- 
lieve it  is  in  the  interests  of  human  dignity 
for  all  Americans  that  the  proposed  work 
training  provisions  be  eradicated  or  modified. 
The  need  for  cash  benefit  increases  is  so  great 
we  believe  the  conferees  should  establish  a 
much  higher  minimum  benefit  with  a  boost 
for  other  beneficiaries  above  the  13% 
granted  in  the  conference  report. 
Sincerely, 

John  W.  Edelman, 

President. 


Memo — National  Council  of  Senior 
Citizens,  Inc. 
To:  Club  leaders  of  the  National  Council, 
members  of  the  executive  board,  advisory 
committee,  national  organizing  commit- 
tee, and  supporting  groups  of  the  Na- 
tional Council. 
From:  John  W.  Edelman,  president. 

This  is  an  urgent  request  to  all  club 
leaders  and  members  to  support  the  officers 
of  the  National  Council  of  Senior  Citizens  in 
their  decision  to  condemn  and  oppose  the 
report  of  the  Senate-House  conference  com- 
mittee on  social  security. 

In  accordance  with  the  National  Council 
officers'  decision,  reached  at  a  special  meeting 
today,  I  have  written  all  U.S.  Senators  ask- 
ing them  to  disapprove  the  social  security 
conference  report  and  to  instruct  the  con- 
ference committee  to  try  to  achieve  a  com- 
promise guaranteeing  more  adequate  and 
meaningful  social  security  benefits  when 
Congress  reconvenes  next  January. 

In  reaching  this  decision,  the  National 
Council  officers  recognize  that  any  delay  in 
raising  social  security  benefits  adds  to  the 
heavy  burdens  of  the  elderly  poor  forced  to 
live  in  misery  and  despair  because  of  their 
inadequate  income,  but  we  have  taken  into 
consideration  the  equally  heartrending  plight 
of  mothers  with  small  children  who  would 
be  forced  to  find  work  outside  the  home  or 
surrender  all  claim  to  public  assistance 
under  the  de-humanizing  welfare  provisions 
of  the  House-passed  social  security  bill. 

Upon  careful  consideration,  the  National 
Council  officers  have  concluded  they  cannot 
and  will  not  turn  their  backs  on  the  millions 
of  welfare  cases  who  would  become  victims 
of  the  harsh,  repressive  features  of  the 
House-passed  social  security  bill. 

The  National  Council  officers  have  agreed 
to  join  social  welfare  agencies  and  other 
liberal  groups  in  demanding  that  the  Sen- 
ate return  the  compromise  social  security 
bill  to  the  House-Senate  conference  com- 
mittee. 

While  this  probably  would  delay  enact- 
ment of  a  social  security  increase  until  next 
year,  it  could — because  1968  is  an  election 
year — mean  early  action  on  an  improved 
social  security  compromise  biU  that  would 
insure  seniors  higher  social  security  bene- 
fits— benefits  on  the  order  of  the  15  per  cent 
across  the  board  and  a  minimum  much  closer 
to  the  $70  a  month  recommended  by  Presi- 
dent Johnson  and  actually  approved  by  the 
Senate. 

Even  under  the  present  social  security 
compromise,  recipients  would  not  get  an 
increase  until  next  March.  We  would  hope 
an  improved  compromise  social  security  bill 
could  be  passed  early  in  1968  and  that  in- 
creased social  security  benefits  could  be 
made  retroactive  to  January  1,  1968. 

In  asking  for  a  more  meaningful  social 
security  compromise,  the  National  CouncU 
officers  appeal  to  all  affiliated  club  leaders 
and  National  Council  members  for  support  in 
the  form  of  letters  to  their  U.S.  Senators 
urging  a  return  of  the  present  social  security 
compromise  to  the  Senate-House  conference 
(x>mmittee  for  further  consideration  and 
action. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  particularly  call  the 
attention  of  Senators  to  three  para- 
graphs of  the  memorandum.  This,  I  re- 
mind Senators,  is  from  the  National 
Council  of  Senior  Citizens,  Inc.  It  says 
in  part: 

In  reaching  this  decision,  the  National 
Council  officers  recognize  that  any  delay  in 
raising  social  security  benefits  adds  to  the 
heavy  burdens  of  the  elderly  poor  forced  to 
live  in  misery  and  despair  because  of  their 
inadequate  income,  but  we  have  taken  into 
consideration  the  equally  heartrending  plight 
of  mothers  with  small  children  who  would 
be  forced  to  find  work  outside  the  home  or 
surrender  all  claim  to  public  assistance  un- 


der the  de-humanizing  welfare  provisions  of 
the  House-passed  social  security  bill. 

The  memorandum  continues: 
Upon  careful  consideration,  the  National 
Council  officers  have  concluded  they  cannot 
and  will  not  turn  their  backs  on  the  millions 
of  welfare  cases  who  would  become  victims 
of  the  harsh,  repressive  features  of  the 
House-passed  social  security  bill. 

The  National  Council  officers  have  agreed 
to  join  social  welfare  agencies  and  other 
liberal  groups  in  demanding  that  the  Senate 
return  the  compromise  social  security  bill  to 
the  House-Senate  conference  committee. 

The  memorandum,  in  another  para- 
graph, makes  the  further  suggestion  that 
if  the  bill  were  delayed  until  next  year, 
past  the  point  when  the  increased  checks 
could  still  be  mailed,  as  presently  in- 
tended, on  March  3,  1968 — I  might  say 
that  other  Senators  and  I  have  offered 
more  than  one  plan  by  which  decision  on 
the  welfare  provisions  of  this  bill  might 
be  deferred  while  the  social  security  pro- 
visions could  become  effective,  all  to  no 
avail — nevertheless,  as  is  pointed  out  in 
the  memorandum  I  have  just  quoted,  and 
as  was  advocated  earlier  in  the  year  by 
some  members  of  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance, it  would  always  be  possible  to 
make  any  social  security  increase  later 
enacted  retroactive  to  whatever  date 
Congress  might  choose. 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  there  will  be  a  social  security 
benefit  increase.  The  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives is  for  that;  the  Senate  is  for 
it;  the  President  is  for  it;  Republicans 
are  for  it,  and  Democrats  are  for  it. 
There  is  no  question  that  social  security 
benefits,  in  any  event,  will  be  increased. 
Next  year  is  an  election  year,  and  if  there 
is  pressure  for  social  security  benefit  in- 
crease this  year,  there  certainly  will  be 
no  less  pressure  for  such  increases  next 
year. 

So  that  is  not  the  question,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. What  is  in  question  is  that  there  are 
provisions  in  the  conference  bill  which 
should  not  become  law.  That  is  why  my 
fellow  Senators  and  I  have  offered  vari- 
ous methods  by  which  action  might  be 
delayed  until  these  provisions  might  be 
better  understood  throughout  the  coun- 
try. 

In  the  conference,  the  Senate  receded 
on  all  of  the  amendments  regarding  wel- 
fare for  unemployed  fathers.  The  Senate 
conferees  receded  from  the  amendment 
which  I  offered  and  the  Senate  agreed 
to  on  a  rollcall  vote,  under  which  the 
families  of  unemployed  fathers  in  a  home 
would  not  be  ineligible  in  any  State  for 
welfare  assistance  but,  under  other  pro- 
visions of  the  bill,  he  himself  then  would 
be  required  to  go  into  a  work  or  training 
program  within  30  days,  and  we  would 
thereby  see  if  we  could  not  restabilize 
many  of  the  families  in  the  country,  and 
eliminate  the  family  destroying  effects  of 
present  welfare  programs.  But  further- 
more, under  the  provisions  of  the  con- 
ference report,  even  in  those  22  States 
which  now  have  some  form  of  permissive 
program  for  families,  the  fathers  who  are 
unemployed,  must  have  a  substantial 
connection  with  the  labor  force  before 
he  or  his  family  can  obtain  aid  to  families 
with  dependent  children. 

This  quite  obviously,  Mr.  President, 
cuts  out  the  families  of  young  fathers 
who  have  never  been  able  to  obtain  a 
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job  for  any  substantial  length  of  time. 
Specifically,  the  conference  report  pro- 
vides, in  regard  to  the  substantial  con- 
nection with  the  labor  force  which  is 
required  in  those  22  States  that  do  have 
such  programs,  that  a  father  must  have 
a  record  of  6  calendar  quarters  of  em- 
ployment out  of  a  13-quarter  period  end- 
ing in  the  year  before  application  for 
assistance,  or  have  received  unemploy- 
ment compensation  for  his  family  to  be 
eligible  for  aid  under  the  aid-to-f amilies- 
with-dependent-children  program. 

I  think  what  the  Senate  should  try  to 
contemplate  is  what  will  happen  then,  in 
those  families,  and  to  those  children,  and 
whether  this  bill  will,  after  all,  accom- 
plish what  we  hope  to  accomplish,  which 
is  to  give  people  the  opportunity  to  get 
out  of  poverty  and  into  a  life  of  self- 
sufficiency  which  this  country  values. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  liberals  and 
conservatives  both  agree  that  the  welfare 
system  of  this  country  is  a  failure.  Very 
recently,  the  commissioner  of  public 
welfare  of  the  city  of  New  York,  Com- 
missioner Ginsberg,  called  it  a  bankrupt 
policy.  I  do  not  think  that  is  an  over- 
statement or  an  overdramatization. 
While  the  numbers  of  people  receiving 
old-age  assistance,  aid  to  the  blind,  and 
general  assistance  have  remained  rela- 
tively constant  in  recent  years,  the  num- 
ber of  families  receiving  aid  to  families 
with  dependent  children  has  skyrocketed, 
and  this  fact  has  very  alarming  implica- 
tions for  us  all. 

Mr.  President,  we  cannot  get  at  that 
problem,  a  tremendous  problem  in  this 
country,  by  simply  saying  that  as  of  a 
given  date — for  example,  as  of  January  1, 
1968,  effective  July  1,  1968— there  will  be 
a  freeze  on  the  aid  to  families  with  de- 
pendent children  in  any  of  the  States. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  not  a  proper  way 
to  get  at  the  problem  unless,  at  the  same 
time,  we  pass  a  law  freezing  the  popula- 
tion growth  in  this  country,  which  is  ris- 
ing at  the  rate  of  6,400  additional  Ameri- 
cans every  day.  It  is  not  a  proper  way  to 
solve  a  growing  problem  in  this  country, 
Mr.  President,  unless  we  are  willing  to 
pass  a  law  in  Congress  freezing  people 
in  their  present  locations. 

In  the  decade  between  1950  and  1960, 
11  million  Americans  moved  from  rural 
areas  and  small  towns  into  the  cities. 
Mr.  President,  that  migration  continues 
today  at  the  rate  of  500,000  to  600,000  a 
year.  So  as  long  as  we  do  not  repeal  the 
population  increase — and  on  that  sub- 
ject, I  say  in  passing  that  the  conference 
report  provides  only  one-third  of  the 
funds  for  family  planning,  which  might 
cut  down  on  the  birth  rate,  that  were 
provided  by  the  Senate — what  will  hap- 
pen according  to  the  official  estimates  of 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  is  that  on  July  1,  1968,  300,- 
000  children  will  be  cut  off  the  relief  rolls 
unless  the  already  overburdened  State 
and  local  city  governments  can  find  addi- 
tional funds  to  provide  for  them.  That  is 
why  some  of  us  are  speaking  here. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  no  intention  to 
conduct  a  filibuster  and  will  not  do  so. 
Neither  does  any  other  Senator,  to  my 
knowledge.  What  has  been  said  by  vari- 
ous individual  Senators,  myself  included, 
is  that  the  pending  bill  presents  such  a 


crisis  of  conscience  for  all  of  us  and  such 
a  moral  matter  for  many  of  us  that  we 
cannot  stand  aside  and  let  It  pass  with- 
out being  heard. 

It  is  not  our  fault  that  we  are  in  the 
closing  days  of  the  session.  The  Senate 
has  spent,  I  think,  much  more  time  on 
bills  of  less  impact  on  many  occasions 
since  I  have  been  a  Member  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  intend  to  do  my  best 
to  point  out  the  effects  of  the  pending 
bill.  I  have  already  read  from  the  report 
of  an  organization  which  represents 
those  who  would  stand  to  gain  most  from 
the  social  security  provisions  of  the  bill 
itself,  the  elderly. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  mentioned  the  number  of  chil- 
dren who  would  be  cut  off.  Can  he  point 
out  the  section  of  the  bill  which  would 
do  that? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  am  talking  about  the 
freeze.  That  is  the  official  estimate  of  the 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  Secre- 
tary, communicated  to  me  in  the  presence 
of  the  majority  leader  and  a  great  many 
other  Senators,  by  Mr.  Joseph  Califano 
of  the  White  House  staff  just  yesterday. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  He  might  be  mis- 
taken. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  The  information  was 
read  from  the  actual  statement  by  Sec- 
retary Gardner  when  he  gave  us  that 
information. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  He  issued  a  tabula- 
tion saying  that  it  would  not  lop  off  any 
at  all. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  It  does  not  lop  off  chil- 
dren. It  does  what  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  said  a  while  ago.  It 
says  to  States:  "We  have  put  a  freeze  on. 
We  will  not  prevent  you  from  giving  them 
welfare,  but  you  will  have  to  pay  for  it 
yourselves."  That,  in  effect,  I  submit  is 
lopping  off  children  when  we  consider 
the  terrible  taxation  burdens  that  most 
of  the  major  cities  of  the  country  now 
have. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  while  it 
does  not  exactly  lop  off  children,  it  takes 
away  Federal  benefits  from  the  children. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  The  Senator  is  exactly 
correct. 

Mr.  METCALF.  And  the  percentage  is 
to  be  determined  as  of  January  1,  1968. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
That  is  why  18  Governors  are  on  record 
against  that  provision. 

Mr.  METCALF.  That  is  to  go  into  effect 
on  July  1,  1968. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  The  Senator  is  exactly 
correct. 

Mr.  METCALF.  But  the  percentage  will 
be  estimated  and  determined  as  of  Janu- 
ary 1,  1988,  a  few  days  from  now. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  That  is  a  freeze  that  will 
go  into  effect  a  few  days  from  now.  It 
will  be  as  of  that  time,  January  1,  1968, 
but  will  be  effective  as  of  July  1,  1968. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Welfare  is  handled  in 
many  of  our  States  by  an  appropriation 
of  the  State  legislatures.  And  many  of 
our  State  legislatures  are  not  meeting  at 
all  next  year. 


Mr.  HARRIS.  I  believe  the  Senator  is 
exectly  correct. 

Mr.  METCALF.  In  many  of  our  States 
appropriations  for  welfare  are  handled 
by  county  boards  and  local  township 
boards.  And  those  people  operate  on  a 
fiscal  year  basis.  They  will  not  have  an 
opportunity  to  meet  and  take  care  of  the 
freeze  that  is  to  start  on  January  1,  1968. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
The  distinguished  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana said  awhile  ago  that  the  result  would 
be  that  States  would  be  a  little  more  se- 
lective as  to  the  number  of  children  they 
take  on  the  rolls.  They  would  put  some 
children  off.  That  is  exactly  the  point. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  yield. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Cot- 
ton in  the  chair) .  The  Senator  from 
New  York  is  recognized. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
President,  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
serves  on  the  commission  that  has  been 
investigating  the  riots  and  lawlessness 
and  disorders  that  took  place  in  the 
United  States  last  summer. 

Would  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
speculate  as  to  what  he  thinks  is  a  pos- 
sible result  of  this  kind  of  legislation,  if 
the  legislation  is  passed  and  this  provi- 
sion remains  in  the  bill?  What  will  be  the 
effect  of  that  legislation  on  our  major  ur- 
ban centers  next  July  and  August  and 
September? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  say, 
first,  that  much  of  what  I  know  about 
the  effect  of  our  welfare  system  nation- 
ally has  been  learned  as  a  result  of  my 
travels  around  the  country  and  from  my 
attendance  at  the  hearings  we  have  held 
since  I  have  been  a  member  of  the  Presi- 
dent's National  Advisory  Commission  on 
Civil  Disorders. 

I  would  not  want  to  make  any  predic- 
tions in  regard  to  the  riots  and  the  law- 
lessness which,  of  course,  are  intolerable. 
And  I  have  made  that  clear. 

If  one  looks  at  the  ghetto  areas  of 
America  and  the  conditions  now  existing 
there,  and  looks  at  the  desire  that  exists 
there  for  work,  the  lack  of  available  jobs, 
the  lack  of  training  to  do  such  work,  and 
the  terrible  conditions  existing  in  cities 
around  the  country,  it  would  seem  to  me 
that  the  pending  bill  would  be  harmful 
and  not  helpful  in  improving  the  condi- 
tions and  living  standards  of  those  peo- 
ple of  America. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  It  seems 
to  me,  if  I  may  continue  that  point,  that 
one  of  the  great  problems,  one  of  the 
great  complaints,  one  of  the  matters  that 
causes  the  greatest  concern  to  the  poor 
has  been  the  question  of  welfare  and  the 
knowledge  that  there  are  many  children 
there  who  need  help  and  this  kind  of 
assistance  so  that  they  may  have  some- 
thing to  eat  and  something  to  wear.  Yet, 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  and 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government 
are  permitting  legislation  to  be  passed 
which  would  cut  those  children  off  so 
that  they  will  have  no  place  to  turn. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  passage  of  this 
legislation  would  make  the  situation 
which  we  will  be  facing  in  this  country 
completely  intolerable. 

I  thought  that  we  learned  something 
last  summer.  We  at  least  appointed  a 
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commission  and  said  some  prayers  over 
it.  It  is  out  of  those  prayers  and  out  of 
the  establishment  of  that  commission 
that  we  have  come  in  with  legislation 
like  this,  legislation  which  sets  us  back, 
it  seems  to  me. 

I  thought  that  we  had  difficulties  and 
problems  with  some  of  the  minority 
members  of  our  population  in  the  United 
States  6  or  9  months  ago. 

What  are  we  asking  for  in  1968?  I  can- 
not believe  that  a  country  with  a  gross 
national  product  of  approximately  $800 
billion  and  with  the  knowledge  and  the 
intelligence  and  the  courage  that  this 
country  possesses,  and  the  experiences 
that  we  have  been  through,  would  be 
willing  to  take  a  giant  step  backward 
rather  than  realize  our  responsibility 
and  move  forward  and  do  something 
about  these  matters. 

Without  any  question,  the  pending  leg- 
islation would  be  a  major  step  in  the 
wrong  direction. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  agree 
that  it  would  be  a  major  step  in  the 
wrong  direction.  As  I  said  a  while  ago, 
we  cannot  answer  up  to  the  concern  we 
all  have  over  the  skyrocketing  number 
of  cases  involving  families  with  depend- 
ent children  and  the  breakdowns  of 
families  involving  children.  That  is  one 
of  our  major  problems  involved  in  the 
welfare  system.  We  should  provide  jobs 
and  training  and  better  living  conditions. 
All  of  those  things  are  intertwined.  How- 
ever, we  cannot  achieve  this  simply  by 
saying  that  we  will  put  a  lid  on  it  unless 
we  put  a  lid  on  the  population  of  the 
country  which  is  also  skyrocketing  and 
also  put  a  lid  on  the  migration  of  people 
which  is  taking  place  at  a  tremendous 
pace  from  the  rural  towns  and  areas 
into  the  cities.  Since  we  cannot  put  a  lid 
on  either  of  those  two  situations  by  legis- 
lation, it  seems  to  me  to  be  manifestly 
unfair  to  the  cities  and  to  States  like  my 
own,  where  we  have  the  ADC  cases  in- 
creasing rapidly,  to  say:  "You  will  have 
to  take  care  of  them  yourselves  or  the 
children  will  have  no  assistance  whatso- 
ever." 

With  respect  to  the  pending  bill,  this  is 
what  has  been  primarily  done.  We  all 
want  to  solve  the  matter  of  the  increased 
welfare  costs.  We  all  have  that  same 
wish.  However,  it  takes  more  than  a  wish, 
and  it  takes  more  than  putting  a  lid  on 
something,  and  it  takes  more  than  harsh 
laws. 

As  I  have  said,  I  believe  that  the  bill 
which  was  reported  by  the  Senate  com- 
mittee, as  perfected  in  the  Senate,  in 
respect  to  the  welfare  provisions,  was  a 
landmark  change  of  philosophy  from  the 
hopelessness  and  despair  of  poverty  to 
the  widened  opportunities  for  self- 
sufficiency. 

Consider  what  has  happened  to  that 
bill  since  we  passed  it.  The  incentive 
provided  for  people  to  participate  in  the 
training  programs  is  drastically  cut  from 
the  Senate  provision  of  $20  a  week,  in  ad- 
dition to  the  person's  welfare  payment, 
to  $30  a  month. 

There  were  also  other  reductions  or 
eliminations  of  increased  incentive.  For 
example,  the  Senate  had  provided  that 
a  person  might  keep  the  first  $50  and 


half  of  anything  thereafter  that  he  might 
earn,  in  addition  to  his  welfare  payment. 
In  regard  to  aid  to  families  with  depen- 
dent children,  that  was  reduced  to  $30 
and  one-third  of  anything  over  that.  In 
regard  to  emergency  assistance,  the  more 
stringent  House  position — that  is,  30 
days — was  accepted  rather  than  the  Sen- 
ate position  of  60  days  for  the  number  of 
days  in  any  12-month  period  during 
which  emergency  assistance  might  be 
given. 

It  is  interesting  to  note,  because  I  be- 
lieve this  is  something  of  a  pattern  in 
this  session,  that,  on  emergency  assist- 
ance, one  of  the  few  instances  in  which 
the  Senate  position  was  more  restrictive, 
the  incentives  in  this  bill  for  people  to 
work  were  reduced,  but  a  provision  was 
retained  which  provides  that  emergency 
assistance  may  not  be  used  where  need 
for  assistance  came  about  because  of  a 
child's  or  a  relative's  refusal,  without 
good  cause,  to  accept  employment  or 
training  for  employment. 

The  only  other  provision  of  this  bill 
which  I  intend  to  mention  tonight  is  with 
respect  to  the  exemption  of  mothers  with 
preschool  children  from  the  mandatory 
requirement  for  work.  They  might  be  re- 
quired by  a  State  to  give  up  their  chil- 
dren to  a  day  care  center  of  uneven 
quality  and  go  to  work  in  any  kind  of 
job  that  might  be  provided.  That  ex- 
emption was  removed,  and  such  mothers 
of  preschool  children,  for  the  first  time 
in  the  history  of  this  country,  can  be 
forced  to  put  their  children  in  day  care 
centers  and  be  forced  to  leave  those  chil- 
dren and  go  into  a  job  of  indeterminate 
quality. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  not  just  some  of  us 
in  the  Senate  who  are  disturbed  about 
this  bill.  I  have  already  read  a  letter,  or 
portions  of  a  letter,  from  the  group  which 
represents  the  older  people  of  this 
country,  who  stand  to  gain  most  by  a 
social  security  increase  and  who  stand 
to  be  hurt  most  by  any  delay  in  its  con- 
sideration. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  cer- 
tain letters  and  telegrams  from  other 
groups  which  also  take  the  same  position. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  13,  1967. 

Senator  Fred  R.  Harris, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C: 

The  Railway  Labor  Executives'  Association 
representing  virtually  all  of  the  railroad 
workers  in  the  United  States  concurs  fully 
with  the  position  of  the  AFL-CIO  taken  in 
their  telegram  of  12/11/67  on  the  pending 
social  security  legislation.  We  ask  that  the 
social  security  legislation  be  returned  to  the 
conference  committee  in  an  attempt  to  de- 
velop a  just  solution  to  the  problem  of  the 
Nation's  retired  and  poverty  stricken. 

G.  E.  Leighty, 
Chairman,    Railway   Labor  Executives 
Association. 

New  York,  N.Y., 
December  12,  1967. 

Senator  Fred  R.  Harris, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C- 
We  support  and  are  encouraged  by  your 


efforts  to  return  bill  H.R.  12080  to  the  House- 
Senate  committee  for  further  review.  We 
urge  you  to  ask  the  Senate  conferees  to  up- 
hold the  humane  intent  of  the  welfare  pro- 
visions in  the  Senate  bill  (amendment  425). 
Arthur  M.  Stevenson,  Jr., 
President,  National  Presbyterian  Health 
&  Welfare  Association. 

Washington,  D.C., 
December  12,  1967. 
Senator  Fred  R.  Harris, 
Washington,  D.C: 

Farmers  Union  Board  calls  upon  the  Senate 
to  reject  the  social  security  conference  re- 
port. 

Farmers  Union  feels  that  the  conference 
report  might  push  welfare  concepts  back- 
ward 20  years.  Farmers  Union  continues  to 
support  the  plan  to  give  work  and  training 
opportunities  for  low  income  people  instead 
of  welfare  as  contained  in  the  Senate  ver- 
sion which  was  rejected  by  the  conferees. 

Farmers  Union  is  deeply  disappointed  that 
the  social  security  conference  report  failed 
to  give  significant  increases  in  social  security 
payments  above  a  cost  of  living  increase. 
There  is  little  question  that  the  bill  will 
leave  many  millions  on  social  security  with 
total  incomes  below  the  poverty  level,  and 
future  generations  without  adequate  retire- 
ment incomes. 

Farmers  Union  regrets  that  the  drug  lobby 
was  successful  in  eliminating  the  generic 
drug  provision  from  the  bill,  which  would 
save  an  estimate  of  $100  million  in  taxes 
each  year. 

Farmers  Union  urges  that  the  social  secu- 
rity bill  be  reworked  by  the  Congress  early 
next  year. 

Tony  T.  Dechant, 
President,  National  Farmers  Union. 

Washington,  D.C.,' 
December  13,  1967. 

Senator  Fred  Harris, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

Public  assistance  and  welfare  provisions  of 
1967  social  security  amendments  approved 
by  conference  committee  represent  major 
retreat  from  gains  won  over  many  years. 
Freezing  of  rolls  on  aid  to  dependent  chil- 
dren and  compulsory  work  programs  are 
punitive  and  regressive  in  effect  and  would 
work  hardship  not  only  on  the  poor  but  on 
state  and  municipal  welfare  resources.  We 
recommend  you  for  your  leadership  in  urging 
that  Senate  stand  by  its  version  of  bill. 

Arthur  S.  Fleming, 
National  Council  of  Churches. 

New  York,  N.Y., 
December  12,  1967. 

Hon.  Fred  R.  Harris, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

We  urge  the  Senate  to  reject  the  report  of 
the  conference  committee  on  the  1967  social 
security  amendments.  The  medievalism  of 
the  public  welfare  provisions  far  outweighs 
any  gains  to  be  realized  from  increases  in 
OASDI  benefits.  We  have  a  deep  concern  for 
the  plight  of  the  elderly  but  the  additional 
hardships  to  be  imposed  by  the  bill  on  al- 
ready deprived  children  and  families  render 
this  bill  an  unsound  public  program.  The 
conferees  should  be  instructed  to  approxi- 
mate the  bill  passed  by  the  Senate,  and  to 
reject  the  inhumane  and  regressive  House 
bill.  Our  committees  on  aging,  on  family  and 
child  welfare  and  on  health  join  us  in  urging 
you  to  return  the  proposed  bill  to  the  con- 
ference committee. 

Community  Service  Society 

of  New  York. 
John  H.  Math  is, 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Affairs. 
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Washington,  D.C., 

December  11,  1967. 

Hon.  Fred  R.  Harris, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  executive  committee  of  the  Leadership 
Conference  on  Civil  Rights  urges  you  to  vote 
against  the  conference  report  on  the  social 
security  bill.  What  started  out  as  a  social 
security  measure  has  become  an  instrument 
of  social  insecurity.  It  generates  pressure  to 
break  up  families.  Under  this  bill  fathers 
would  abandon  their  families  and  mothers 
would  be  forced  to  leave  their  children  and 
go  to  work.  The  war  on  poverty  is  becoming 
a  war  on  the  victims  of  poverty.  Cities  now 
wracked  by  terrible  crises  would  be  faced  with 
the  intolerable  choice  of  leaving  poor  people 
destitute  or  trying  to  provide  for  them  out 
of  funds  they  do  not  have.  This  is  a  shocking 
and  regressive  bill.  We  urge  you  to  send  it 
back  to  conference  and  instruct  the  conferees 
to  insist  on  the  Senate  provisions. 

Roy  Wilkins, 
Chairman,  Executive  Committee,  Lead- 
ership Conference  on  Civil  Rights. 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  11,  1967. 

Senator  Fred  R.  Harris, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  National  Association  of  Social  Workers 
Is  deeply  concerned  about  restrictive  welfare 
provisions  in  conference  report  on  H.R. 
12080 — the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1967.  Compulsory  work  requirements  on 
mothers  with  small  children  and  the  AFDC 
freeze  must  be  eliminated.  Respectfully  re- 
quest that  you  not  approve  conference  report 
but  refer  it  back  with  request  that  new  con- 
ferees be  appointed. 

Charles  I.  Schottland, 
President,  National  Association  of  So- 
cial Workers. 

New  York,  N.Y., 
December  11,  1967. 

Senator  Fred  R.  Harris, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C.: 

Please  reject  conference  report  on  H.R. 
12080.  Title  II  irremediably  endangers  and 
deprives  millions  of  children. 

Joseph  H.  Reid, 
Executive  Director, 
Child  Welfare  League  of  America. 

New  York,  N.Y., 
December  11,  1967. 

Senator  Fred  R.  Harris, 

The  Senate  of  the  United  States, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  your  strongest  leadership  in  opposing 
conference  report  which  would  provide  seri- 
ously inadequate  social  security  benefits  and 
will  cruelly  punish  the  poor  with  progressive 
welfare  changes. 

Philip  Bernstin, 
Executive  Vice  President,  Council  of 
Jewish    Federations    and  Welfare 
Funds. 

New  York,  N.Y., 
December  11,  1967. 

Senator  Fred  R.  Harris, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Family  Service  Association  of  America  con- 
cerned for  America's  needy  families  and 
helpless  children  finds  conferees'  reports  on 
social  security  amendments  most  unsatis- 
factory. Understand  you  are  considering 
working  to  restore  Senate  provisions.  Assure 
you  of  our  continued  support  and  gratitude 
for  such  effort  to  avoid  regressive  legislation 
adversely  affecting  strong  family  life. 

Clark  W.  Blackburn, 
General  Director,  Family  Service  Asso- 
ciation of  America. 


Valley  Forge,  Pa., 

December  12,  1967. 

Senator  Fred  R.  Harris, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Support  your  refusal  to  accept  the  confer- 
ence report  on  the  social  security  bill  with 
its  regressive  provisions  regarding  work  and 
training  programs  and  the  freeze  in  the 
number  of  children  on  AFDC.  We  will  try  to 
interpret  the  problems  in  this  bill  to  our 
constituency. 

Elizabeth  J.  Miller, 
Executive  Director,  Division  of  Christian 
Social  Concern,  American  Baptist  Con- 
vention. 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  11,  1967. 

Senator  Fred  R.  Harris, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  conference  report  on  the  social  secu- 
rity bill  is  repugnant  to  human  needs  and 
dignity.  Social  security  benefit  levels  are 
totally  inadequate,  and  the  work-training 
requirements  imposed  on  mothers  by  the 
conference  report  are  unconscionable.  The 
welfare  benefit  freeze  will  impose  heavy  tax 
burdens  on  local  communities  and  adjust- 
ments in  old-age  assistance  and  welfare 
standards  may  deprive  the  poorest  of  our 
retired  citizens  of  any  income  increases  at 
all.  On  behalf  of  more  than  6  million  mem- 
bers of  the  Industrial  Union  Department, 
AFL-CIO,  I  urge  you  to  vote  against  the 
social  security  conference  report  and  subse- 
quently to  instruct  conferees  to  insist  on  the 
provisions  of  the  Senate  bill. 

Walter  P.  Reuther, 
President,  Industrial  Union  Department, 
AFL-CIO. 

Miami  Beach,  Fla., 

December  11,  1967. 

Senator  Fred  R.  Harris, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

AFL-CIO  considers  conference  reports  on 
social  security  absolutely  inadequate.  Most 
of  Senate  provisions  designed  to  improve 
House  bill  have  been  abandoned.  Benefits  for 
OASDI  recipients  would  barely  exceed  al- 
ready increased  costs  of  living.  Retreats  on 
welfare  provisions  enacted  by  Senate  are 
travesty  on  America's  image  as  compassion- 
ate and  humanitarian  nation.  We  urge  every 
senator  to  vote  against  this  deplorable  attack 
on  poor  and  underprivileged  and  request  an- 
other conference  to  secure  passage  of  an  ade- 
quate social  security  bill. 

George  Meant, 
President,  AFL-CIO. 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  12,  1967. 

Hon.  Fred  R.  Harris, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C.: 

We  are  extremely  dismayed  over  the  con- 
ference committee  report  on  social  security 
amendments.  The  basic  approach  to  public 
welfare  embodied  in  the  report  is  not  in 
keeping  with  human  dignity.  We  urge  correc- 
tion of  the  coercive  features  of  the  report, 
the  elimination  of  the  freeze  on  number  of 
AFDC  recipients  and  the  limit  on  amount  of 
medicaid  payments.  Urge  you  to  oppose  con- 
ference report  and  to  seek  the  return  of  the 
bill  to  conference  committee  for  results  more 
in  keeping  with  the  Senate  bill. 
Very  Rev.  Msgr.  Lawrence  J.  Corcoran, 

Secretary,    National    Conference  of 
Catholic  Charities. 

Sioux  Falls,  S.  Dak., 

December  12, 1967. 

Fred  Harris, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Know  of  hearty  professional  support  for 
your  coalition  of  Senators  Mondale,  Kennedy, 


Morse,  Kennedy,  Harris,  Hartke,  and  Met- 
calf  regarding  Senate  position  on  12080  ADC 
provisions  better  that  the  1967  social  security 
amendments  perish  than  that  we  regress  to 
the  punitive  era  of  the  English  poor  laws 
of  1600. 

Robert  Mabbs  National  Assn  of  Social 
Works  Commission  Social  Actions  for  Iowa 
Kansas  Minnesota  Missouri  Nebraska,  North 
Dakota  and  South  Dakota. 

New  York,  N.Y., 
December  12, 1967. 

Hon.  Fred  R.  Harris, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C.: 

The  Board  of  Social  Ministry,  Lutheran 
Church  in  America  is  opposed  to  the  regres- 
sive public  welfare  measures  embodied  in  the 
conference  report  on  the  social  security 
amendments  of  1967.  We  support  you  in  your 
efforts  to  keep  the  substance  of  the  Senate 
bill. 

Cedric  W.  Tilberg, 
Secretary  for  Program  and  Leadership. 

National  Social  Welfare  Assembly, 

New  York,  N.Y.,  December  11,  1967. 
Hon.  Fred  R.  Harris, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Harris:  Thank  you  for  your 
letter  of  December  6  about  the  Senate  floor 
action  on  H.R.  12080. 

These  are  indeed  great  gains  and  it  was 
heart-breaking  to  lose  them  all  in  confer- 
ence. The  welfare,  church,  labor  and  other 
groups  supporting  the  earlier  Senate  action 
on  welfare  changes  are,  therefore,  hoping 
that  the  conference  report  will  be  rejected 
in  the  interest  of  a  better  bill. 

We  are  naturally  cocerned  that  the  social 
insurance  beneficiaries  should  not  be  long 
deprived  of  badly  needed  increases  but  feel 
the  Senate  can  appropriately  insist  on  the 
level  of  benefits  in  its  bill  as  well  as  a  welfare 
program  which  is  morally  and  practically 
tenable. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Elizabeth  Wickenden, 
Technical  Consultant  on  Public  Social 
Policy. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  will  not 
read  the  telegrams,  but  I  will  just  point 
out  the  organizations  that  are  repre- 
sented by  some  of  these  letters  and  tele- 
grams. 

For  example,  here  is  a  telegram  from 
Mr.  Arthur  M.  Stevenson,  Jr.,  president 
of  the  National  Presbyterian  Health  & 
Welfare  Association. 

A  telegram  from  the  Farmers  Union. 

A  telegram  from  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Affairs  of  the 
Community  Service  Society  of  New  York. 

A  telegram  from  Mr.  Arthur  S.  Flem- 
ing, president  of  the  National  Council 
of  Churches.  This  telegram  reads: 

Public  assistance  and  welfare  provisions  of 
1967  Social  Security  Amendment  approved 
by  conference  committee  represent  major  re- 
treat from  gains  won  over  many  years.  Freez- 
ing of  rolls  on  aid  to  dependent  children  and 
compulsory  work  programs  are  punitive  and 
regressive  in  effect  and  would  work  hardship 
not  only  on  the  poor  but  on  State  and  munic- 
ipal welfare  resources  we  commend  you  for 
your  leadership  in  urging  that  Senate  stand 
by  its  version  of  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  a  similar  tele- 
gram signed  by  Mr.  Roy  Wilkins,  chair- 
man of  the  executive  committee,  Lead- 
ership Conference  on  Civil  Rights. 

Another  telegram  of  similar  nature 
was  received  from  Mr.  Charles  I.  Schott- 
land, president  of  the  National  Associa- 
tion of  Social  Workers. 
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I  have  a  similar  telegram  from  Mr. 
Joseph  H.  Reid,  executive  director  of 
the  Child  Welfare  League  of  America. 

Here  also  is  a  similar  telegram  from 
Mr.  Philip  Bernstin,  executive  vice  pres- 
ident of  the  Council  of  Jewish  Federa- 
tions and  Welfare  Funds. 

A  telegram  from  the  general  director 
of  the  Family  Service  Association  of 
America  and  from  the  executive  director 
of  the  Division  of  Christian  Social  Con- 
cern of  the  American  Baptist  Convention 
have  also  been  received. 

A  similar  telegram  from  Mr.  Walter 
P.  Reuther,  president  of  the  Industrial 
Union,  Department  of  AFL-CIO. 

A  telegram  from  Mr.  George  Meany, 
president  of  the  AFL-CIO,  as  well  as  the 
Very  Reverend  Monsignor  Lawrence  J. 
Corcoran,  secretary  of  the  National  Con- 
ference of  Catholic  Charities  are  at 
hand. 

I  have  another  telegram  along  the 
same  general  line  from  the  National  As- 
sociation of  Social  Works  Commission, 
Social  Actions  for  Iowa,  Kansas,  Min- 
nesota, Missouri,  Nebraska,  North  Da- 
kota, and  South  Dakota. 

Another  telegram  is  from  the  Board  of 
Social  Ministry  of  the  Lutheran  Church 
in  America. 

Finally  I  have  here  a  letter  from  Eliza- 
beth Wickenden,  technical  consultant  on 
public  social  policy  of  the  National  So- 
cial Welfare  Assembly. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  this  illustrates 
the  deep  concern  of  these  groups.  The 
communications  I  have  inserted  in  the 
Record  for  Senators  to  read  illustrates 
why  it  is  imperative  that  we  lay  over 
this  bill,  or  at  least  these  provisions  of 
this  bill,  until  next  year,  so  that  the 
country  may  know  the  situation  and 
Congress  may  know  what  it  is  about  to 
do  to  a  great  many  poor  people  in  this 
country. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OP 
1967— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
a  point  of  order.  Under  the  rules,  does 
the  conference  report  on  H.R.  12080  auto- 
matically come  down  at  this  point,  or 
must  I  make  a  motion? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Not  until 
after  2  hours  have  expired  following  the 
convening  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  move  that  the  conference  report  on 
H.R.  12080  be  laid  before  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  state  it. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
12080)  to  amend  the  Social  Security  Act 
to  provide  an  increase  in  benefits  under 
the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  in- 
surance system,  to  provide  benefits  for 
additional  categories  of  individuals,  to 
improve  the  public  assistance  program 
and  programs  relating  to  the  welfare  and 
health  of  children,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion now  is  on  adoption  of  the  conference 
report. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  move  that 
the  vote  by  which  the  conference  report 
was  agreed  to  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia  and  Mr. 
DIRKSEN  moved  to  lay  the  motion  on 
the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Because  there  was  no 
recorded  vote  on  adoption  of  the  confer- 
ence report,  I  have  asked  the  Senator  to 
yield  to  me  for  a  very  brief  statement,  to 
let  me  say  that  I  think  the  conferees  did 
an  excellent  job  in  working  out  the  dif- 
ferences in  the  House  and  Senate 
versions  of  the  bill. 

I  said,  when  the  bill  passed  the  Senate, 
that  I  would  vote  against  it  but  if  cer- 
tain conditions  were  met  and  reductions 
made,  to  be  frank  about  it,  I  hoped  to 
support  the  bill  that  came  from  the  con- 
ference committee.  I  highly  commend  the 
conferees  and  I  do  support  the  measure 
that  has  just  been  brought  before  the 
Senate.  Had  there  been  a  rollcall  vote 
on  it,  I  would  have  supported  It  and 
would  have  spoken  in  support  of  the 
position  taken  by  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana. 
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Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Let  me  say  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  that  so  far  as 
I  am  concerned,  I  would  have  had  severe 
doubt  about  voting  for  that  bill  the  way 
it  passed  the  Senate,  had  I  not  known 
that  the  House  conferees  were  not  going 
to  give  billions  of  dollars  which  were 
lowered  into  the  bill  when  there  were  no 
taxes  to  pay  for  it.  That  would  have  been 
irresponsible.  That  is  probably  what 
tilted  the  Senator's  vote  against  the  bill. 
I  knew,  of  course,  that  when  we  talked 
to  the  House,  they  would  automatically 
take  the  view  that  if  we  did  not  provide 
the  money  to  pay  for  it,  they  would  not 
take  the  amendments. 

Naturally,  if  those  amendments  are 
offered  with  no  funds  to  pay  for  them, 
they  automatically  go  by  the  board,  and 
they  will  not  consider  them.  We  reduced 
the  cost  of  it  because  it  was  necessary  to 
mcvke  the  bill  financially  responsible.  I 
believe  that  the  Senator  will  agree  that 
after  he  has  thoroughly  studied  it,  he 
will  say  that  it  is  a  good  bill. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  do  agree,  and  I  com- 
mend the  Senator  again  for  a  long,  hard 
job  on  a  very  difficult  bill,  handling  him- 
self and  the  bill  in  an  excellent  way. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  join  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Mississippi  not  only  for 
myself,  but  also  for  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Prouty]  who  is,  as  the 
Senator  knows,  absent  because  of  illness. 
The  Senator  from  Vermont  has  been 
deeply  interested  in  this  whole  social 
security  problem.  I  join  in  commending 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana 
and  his  associate  conferees  in  doing  the 
very  best  possible  job  they  could,  to  up- 
hold the  wishes  of  the  Senate,  and  to 
save  the  bill. 

This  year,  Congress  has  taken  care  of 
many  of  the  needs  of  our  people.  It  has 
taken  care  of  raising  military  pay.  It 
has  taken  care  of  raising  the  pay  of  our 
civilian  employees  in  consonance  with 
the  cost  of  living.  It  has  taken  care  of 
foreign  aid.  It  has  taken  care  of  and 
made  appropriations  and  authorizations 
for  the  poverty  program.  It  has  appro- 
priated money  for  model  cities.  It  has 
gone  down  the  line  for  the  American 
people. 

If  we,  in  this  session  of  Congress,  went 
home  and  left  the  social  security  bill 
hanging  in  the  air,  it  would  mean  that 
we  had  failed  our  elderly  retirees,  many 
of  whom  are  living  under  great  difficulty 
today  with  the  social  security  payments 
which  they  receive. 

That  is  why  I  commend  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana.  I  wanted  this  bill  to  be 
a  little  different.  I  wanted  a  higher  rate 
for  those  getting  the  minimum.  I  wanted 
$70  a  month  for  them.  I  thought  it  was 
highly  important.  But  the  most  impor- 
tant thing  is  that  we  do  not  go  home 
from  this  Chamber  without  having  taken 
care  of  those  who  are  obliged  to  live  on 
social  security. 

Once  more,  I  congratulate  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire.  Let  me  say  that  this 
bill  provides  for  the  largest  increase  in 
cash  benefits  of  any  social  security  bill 


in  the  history  of  the  United  States.  It  is 
necessary,  because,  since  the  last  social 
security  bill  was  passed,  the  cost  of  liv- 
ing has  gone  up  8  percent,  yet  those  on 
social  security  have  had  their  meager 
income  reduced  by  that  8  percent.  This 
will  be  a  guaranteed  13 -percent  increase. 
It  will  overcome  the  increase  in  the  cost 
of  living.  Also,  the  fact  is,  benefits  never 
were  really  fully  adequate  to  meet  the 
needs  of  our  people.  Now  24  million  of 
our  older  people  can  get  the  help  they 
need.  Many  of  them  have  exhausted 
their  medicare  benefits.  This  will  give 
them  45  more  days,  with  $20  deductible, 
which  will  be  more  meaningful  for  those 
who  have  used  up  their  medicare  bene- 
fits— those  who  need  it  most — because 
with  the  smallest  check,  the  percentage 
increase  is  biggest — a  25-percent  in- 
crease, if  they  were  living  on  a  pitiful 
check.  I  would  like  to  make  it  $70. 1  would 
like  to  have  all  sorts  of  needs  taken  care 
of.  We  took  care  of  first  things  first.  We 
took  care  of  the  most  disadvantaged 
group — 24  million  of  our  older  people — 
who  will  be  benefited.  Every  social  secu- 
rity retiree  will  be  benefited  under  the 
bill. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
was  unavoidably  absent  from  the  Sen- 
ate Chamber  when,  like  a  flash  of  light- 
ning, the  conference  report  on  the  social 
security  bill  was  agreed  to. 

What  was  done  is  fully  within  the 
rules  and  regulations  and  procedures  of 
the  Senate,  but  I  think  the  way  it  was 
done  raises  a  most  serious  question  so 
far  as  the  rights  of  any  individual  Sena- 
tor are  concerned. 

I  am  not  on  the  side  of  those  who  had 
intended  to  talk  on  the  conference  re- 
port. I  felt  that  what  they  were  doing 
was  unwise.  I  was  in  favor  of  the  con- 
ference report.  I  have  said  I  intended  to 
make  a  speech  to  that  effect  today,  even 
though  it  has  some  deficiencies  which  I 
abhor  and  which  I  would  hope  could  be 
corrected,  but,  so  far  as  the  conference 
report  as  a  whole  was  concerned,  we 
were  faced  with  accepting  it  or  having 
nothing  at  all. 

In  my  judgment,  the  Senate  should 
have  approved  it  and  should  have  then 
sought,  next  year,  through  various  ways 
and  means,  either  in  Congress  or  in 
considering  the  feelings  of  interested 
people  in  various  parts  of  the  country, 
in  that  way  to  create  a  sentiment  which 
would  bring  about  the  necessary  modi- 
fications. 

I  want  to  compliment  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana,  the  deputy  ma- 
jority leader,  and  the  conferees  on  both 
sides  for  doing  what  they  could  to  get 
the  best  possible  bill  out  of  the  commit- 
tee. And  it  is  a  good  bill,  a  very  good  bill 
in  many  respects,  because  it  gives  24 
million  of  our  elderly  citizens  a  13-per- 
cent increase  in  benefits.  It  increases 
medicare  by  60  days.  It  extends  the  hos- 
pitalization benefits.  And  there  are  other 
aspects  of  it  which  make  the  bill,  de- 
spite its  deficiencies,  a  meritorious  and 
necessary  one  at,  this  time,  with  the 
needs  of  the  oldsters  and  the  others  be- 
ing taken  into  careful  consideration. 

But,  Mr.  President,  there  is  such  a 
thing  as  decorum  and  dignity  in  this 
body.  There  is  such  a  thing  as  the  right 
of  every  single  individual  Senator,  re- 


gardless of  his  views,  being  protected; 
and  I  would  like  at  this  time,  because  I 
think  in  this  instance  this  group  of  Sena- 
tors has  been  treated  most  unfairly,  to 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  this  con- 
ference report  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
reserving  the  right  to  object — and  I 
speak  in  this  regard  not  as  assistant 
majority  leader;  I  speak  as  the  chairman 
of  the  Senate  conferees  and  the  chairman 
of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance — 
I  am  well  on  notice  that  some  Senators 
did  not  intend  to  permit  us  to  vote  on 
this  conference  report  in  this  session, 
which  means  we  would  have  to  go  back 
and  tell  these  fine  old  people — 24  million 
of  them — that  they  would  have  to  go 
without  their  social  security  increase. 

Frankly,  I  have  done  a  lot  of  filibuster- 
ing in  my  day.  One  thing  we  know  about 
filibustering — if  you  do  not  want  the  Sen- 
ate to  vote,  you  had  better  start  talking 
or  engage  in  some  dilatory  tactic,  other- 
wise, the  Senate  is  going  to  vote.  When 
I  came  here  I  was  taught  by  men  like 
Alben  Barkley,  who  used  to  bring  down 
that  gavel  so  fast  it  would  make  your 
head  swim. 

We  had  three  consecutive  votes.  Any 
Senator  could  have  suggested  the  absence 
of  a  quorum  or  started  talking,  or  have 
done  anything  he  wanted  to  do.  I  have 
served  in  the  Senate  for  almost  20  years. 
I  have  served  under  Republican  leaders 
and  under  Democratic  leaders  of  this 
body,  and  those  with  whom  I  have  served 
have  taken  the  view  that  if  you  have  a 
filibuster  on  your  hands,  you  had  better 
break  it  if  you  can.  One  way  to  break  a 
filibuster  is  to  vote  when  you  have  a 
chance  to  vote. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  there? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  May  I  say  I  had 
intended  to  stay  in  session  until  this  bill 
was  disposed  of.  May  I  say  I  was  even 
considering  fairly  seriously  the  possibil- 
ity of  invoking  cloture  in  an  effort  to 
bring  this  debate  to  an  end.  May  I  say 
that  when  the  leader  is  called  out  on 
official  business,  he  ought  to  be  given 
some  consideration  because  of  his  re- 
sponsibilities as  far  as  this  whole  body 
is  concerned.  And  had  I  been  here,  I 
would  have  objected,  and  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  who  is  deputy  majority 
leader  at  the  same  time  he  is  chairman 
of  the  committee,  I  believe  would  recog- 
nize that  fact.  I  must  apologize  for  not 
being  here,  but  I  just  could  not  be  here. 
I  had  an  official  call  I  had  delayed. 

But  I  do  ask,  in  behalf  of  the  rights 
of  these  few  Senators,  that  this  matter 
be  reconsidered.  I  am  hopeful  if  it  is — 
although  I  have  no  assurances — that  the 
debate  will  not  be  too  long  and,  if  pos- 
sible, we  will  be  able  to  get  to  a  vote  this 
week  or,  if  need  be,  next  week.  I  would 
not  object  to  coming  in  at  8  o'clock  in 
the  morning  and  staying  until  12  o'clock 
to  give  them  a  chance  to  dramatize  their 
case.  I  have  told  Senators  and  others  who 
have  advocated  it  that  there  would  be 
no  round-the-clock  session.  But  I  do 
think  they  are  entitled  to  be  heard.  They 
have  not  been  heard  except  haphazardly 
and  incidentally.  They  do  not  have  the 
votes  and  they  will  not  have  the  votes 
under  any  circumstances  at  all,  in  De- 
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cember  or  January,  to  stop  the  accept- 
ance of  this  conference  report. 

So  I  hope,  in  view  of  the  unusual  sit- 
uation which  has  developed,  that  the 
proper  consideration  will  be,  given  to 
these  Senators.  May  I  say  that  if  it  were 
only  one  Senator  and  I  were  opposed  to 
him  completely,  100  percent,  I  would  ask 
for  the  same  consideration  under  condi- 
tions of  this  sort. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield  

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  believe  I  have  the  floor. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  had  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Montana  has  the  floor.  To 
whom  does  the  Senator  from  Montana 
yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  If  the  Senator 
will  yield  to  me  

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  would  say  to 
the  Senator  that  if  the  majority  leader 
had  made  a  commitment  to  someone  who 
wanted  to  oppose  the  conference  report 
that  he  was  going  to  prevent  this  matter 
from  coming  to  a  vote  until  he  or  they 
were  here  to  prevent  it  from  coming  to  a 
vote,  that  would  put  this  in  a  different 
light. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  made  no  such 
commitment,  but  I  feel  I  have  an  obliga- 
tion. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  would  be 
willing  to  permit  a  motion  to  reconsider 
to  be  entered.  I  am  not  willing  to  go 
beyond  that  point  because  to  do  so 
means,  if  we  are  forced  to  resort  to  a  clo- 
ture motion,  it  would  require  a  two- 
thirds  vote,  whereas  a  motion  to  recon- 
sider would  permit  us  the  opportunity 
for  debate,  and  we  could  have  a  vote  be- 
tween now  and  New  Year's  because  if  a 
motion  to  table  were  made,  it  would  not 
be  debatable.  I  have  no  objection  to 
adopting  that  position.  I  do  object  to  this 
bill,  involving  the  hopes  and  needs  of  re- 
tirees and  24  million  social  security  bene- 
ficiaries, being  killed  by  dilatory  tactics. 

If  the  Senator  would  be  content  that 
we  would  agree  that  a  motion  to  recon- 
sider would  be  in  order,  then  I  would  not 
object  to  such  a  motion  being  entered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  May  I  say  I  am  on 
the  same  side  as  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana,  chairman  of  the 
committee  which  reported  the  conference 
report;  and  I  would  hope  that,  regardless 
of  our  personal  feelings,  we  would  have 
a  chance  to  reconsider.  I  know  the  feel- 
ings of  a  number  of  Senators  on  both 
sides  of  this  measure,  and  I  appreciate 
their  feelings,  and  I  sympathize  with  all 
of  them.  But  there  does  come  a  time  when 
we  do  have  to  recognize  that  any  in- 
dividual Senator,  let  alone  any  group,  no 
matter  how  small  or  how  large,  should 
be  given  the  full  protection  of  the  Sen- 
ate. I  would  hope  that,  regardless  of  our 
feelings,  we  would  allow  a  reconsidera- 
tion of  the  matter  at  this  time  because  of 
the  unusual  situation  which  has  de- 
veloped. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  motion 
to  reconsider  may  be  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 


Mr.  DIRKSEN  and  Mr.  COTTON  ad- 
dressed the  Chair. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  there 
was  a  unanimous-consent  request  by  the 
distinguished  majority  leader,  and  obvi- 
ously the.  deputy  majority  leader  cannot 
present  his  request  until  that  is  first 
acted  on. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  object  to  the  first  one,  and  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  a  motion  to  reconsider 
might  be  in  order. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  agree  with  the  dis- 
tinguished majority  leader,  of  course, 
that  it  is  the  duty  of  every  Senator  to 
try  to  guard  and  protect  the  rights  of 
every  other  Senator.  But  when  the  con- 
ference report  was  adopted  on  a  voice 
vote,  there  were  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen- 
ate Senators  who  represent  the  major- 
ity leadership,  even  thought  the  distin- 
guished leader  himself  could  not  be 
called  to  the  Chamber  at  the  time.  All 
the  other  officials  were  in  the  Chamber. 
I  saw  also  in  the  Chamber,  Senators  who 
are  interested  in  delaying,  if  not  defeat- 
ing, the  adoption  of  the  conference  re- 
port. The  matter  was,  as  has  been  stated 
by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  the  sub- 
ject of  three  voice  votes. 

I  speak  as  a  Senator  who  had  intend- 
ed to  object  and  to  vote  against  laying 
aside  the  conference  report  or  to  taking 
up  any  other  business  until  we  had  acted 
upon  the  report.  I  speak  as  one  who  feels 
that  after  Congress  has  provided  for 
many  segments  of  the  population,  it 
would  be  sad  and  a  disgrace  to  go  home 
and  leave  the  recipients  of  social  secu- 
rity hanging  on  a  thread,  dependent 
on  what  might  happen  next  year.  Speak- 
ing as  one  who  intended  to  make  certain 
that  action  was  taken,  I  suggest  that  we 
meet  halfway  the  Senators  who  oppose 
the  conference  report. 

I  sat  in  my  chair  last  night,  prepared 
to  sit  there  for  an  hour.  But  those  who 
wish  to  debate  and  express  their  views 
against  the  conference  report  did  not 
choose  to  do  so,  and  the  Senate  ad- 
journed in  10  minutes. 

I  certainly  join  the  majority  leader  in 
not  wanting  to  see  any  Senator  deprived 
of  his  chance  to  be  heard.  But  there  is 
certainly  ground  for  suspicion  that  the 
purpose  of  those  Senators  is,  in  the  last 
hours  of  this  session,  to  debate  until  such 
time  as  the  conference  report  is  not  acted 
upon. 

If  they  want  unanimous  consent  to 
have  the  Senate  rescind  the  action  that 
was  taken  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate — 
and  certainly  I  would  be  anxious  not  to 
impinge  upon  their  rights — then  let  us 
have  a  quorum  call  and  obtain  a  unani- 
mous-consent agreement  that  if  the  ac- 
tion by  which  the  conference  report  was 
agreed  to  is  rescinded,  there  be  a  limita- 
tion of  debate,  the  time  to  be  long  enough 
to  enable  them  to  be  heard,  before  we 
vote  again.  If  the  vote  is  rescinded  with- 
out that  kind  of  arrangement,  it  will  be 
highly  questionable,  indeed,  whether  the 
Senate  will  have  a  chance  to  vote  on  the 
conference  report. 


If  the  Senate  is  to  agree  to  rescind  its 
action,  it  would  seem  to  me  to  be  fair  that 
those  Senators  who  have  Inadvertently 
lost  their  opportunity  should  first  agree 
that  there  shall  be  some  limitation  on 
debate.  I  do  not  care  whether  it  be  4 
hours,  10  hours,  a  day,  a  day  and  a  half, 
or  even  2  days.  But  I  think  we  should 
have  a  unanimous-consent  agreement  to 
vote  on  this  matter.  If  we  do  not,  I  am 
afraid  I  shall  be  constrained  to  object 
even  to  the  request  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  hope  the  Senator  understands  that  the 
request  I  made  is  that  a  motion,  which 
is  debatable,  would  be  in  order,  so  that 
in  due  course,  at  such  time  as  the  Sen- 
ate felt  that  there  had  been  adequate 
opportunity  for  everyone  to  be  heard  and 
express  his  views,  we  could  proceed  to  a 
vote. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  just  a 
word. 

First,  I  wish  to  say  this:  All  of  us  have 
just  as  much  interest  in  children  under 
21  as  we  have  in  our  "golden  agers" 
above  65.  All  of  us  who  are  Interested  in 
the  elimination  of  the  freeze  are  natur- 
ally for  the  increase  in  social  security. 
I  do  not  think  any  Senator,  in  good  con- 
science, even  though  we  cannot  achieve 
our  purpose  of  eliminating  the  freeze, 
would  wish  to  do  anything  to  balk  or  stop 
this  very  necessary  increase  to  our  eld- 
erly citizens  under  social  security.  So  I 
say  the  idea  of  a  filibuster  can  be  ban- 
ished from  everyone's  mind,  because  I 
do  not  think  there  will  be  a  filibuster  at 
all. 

However,  I  do  quite  agree  with  my  good 
friend  from  New  Hampshire,  who  Is  a 
very  reasonable  man,  that  we  ought  to 
have  some  kind  of  an  understanding  here 
to  vote  at  a  time  certain;  whether  it 
should  be  5  o'clock  today,  12  o'clock  to- 
morrow, or  5  o'clock  tomorrow  I  do  not 
know  and  do  not  care,  as  long  as  we  can 
obtain  that  assurance  for  anyone  who 
even  imagines  there  might  be  a  filibuster 
in  process  here,  so  that  that  apprehen- 
sion can  be  eliminated  completely  from 
our  thoughts. 

But  I  do  wish  to  call  to  the  attention 
of  the  leadership  that  it  has  been  my  un- 
fortunate responsibility — and  I  use  those 
words  most  advisedly — for  the  last  2  or 
3  years,  to  manage  both  the  foreign  aid 
bill  and  the  supplemental  appropriation 
bill,  which  are  usually  the  last  two  bills 
considered  by  Congress.  There  has  been 
a  lot  of  talk  in  the  newspapers — and  I 
hope  that  I  might  have  the  attention  of 
Senators  who  are  in  private  conversa- 
tion ;  I  hope  I  am  not  wasting  my  time — 
about  adjournment  fever. 

Realizing  the  fact  that  Congress  wants 
to  adjourn  sine  die  on  Friday  night,  we 
have  been  working  night  and  day,  not 
only  on  the  foreign  aid  bill  but  also  cn 
the  poverty  bill.  Now  we  have  resolved 
the  foreign  aid  bill.  We  agreed  with  the 
House  conferees  yesterday  afternoon, 
and  in  all  probability  the  matter  will 
come  to  the  Senate  for  consideration 
either  today  or  tomorrow. 

In  the  meantime,  we  have  just  re- 
ported out  the  poverty  bill.  Not  only  do 
we  have  to  go  through  the  process  of  con- 
sideration on  the  Senate  floor,  we  have  to 
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meet  In  conference,  the  House  has  to  ac- 
cept the  report  of  that  conference,  and 
then  the  conference  report  must  come 
back  to  the  Senate  for  action. 

I  ask  only  this :  Let  us  agree  on  a  time 
certain  to  vote  on  this  social  security  bill, 
but  at  the  same  time  allot  to  my  commit- 
tee 2  or  3  hours  to  resolve  on  the  floor  the 
poverty  bill,  so  that  we  can  go  to  con- 
ference, and  then  all  we  shall  have  pend- 
ing before  the  Senate  will  be  four  reports, 
and  I  think  we  can  all  get  out  of  here  by 
5  o'clock  tomorrow  night. 

But  if  I  am  going  to  be  required  to  wait 
here  and  wait  here,  and  then,  after  the 
Senate  gets  through  with  this  hassle,  go 
through  the  process  of  bringing  up  the 
poverty  bill,  then  go  over  to  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  hold  our  confer- 
ence, and  then  come  back  here,  I  an- 
nounce to  the  Senate  now  that  I  have  no 
intention  of  staying  here  Saturday,  and 
if  we  do  not  get  it  done  by  Friday,  we 
will  have  to  go  over  until  next  week,  my 
patience  is  now  at  a  breaking  point. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  yield. 

UNANIMOUS -CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  What  the  Senator 
says  is  correct;  and,  if  I  may  have  the 
attention  of  the  distinguished  minority 
leader,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams],  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Cotton],  the  manager  of  the  bill, 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa [Mr.  Harris],  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings], 
and  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  I  ask  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire,  would  he 
withdraw  his  reservation  or  qualification 
if  I  could  give  him  assurance — which  I 
am  giving  in  the  utmost  good  faith — that 
the  vote  on  the  pending  conference  re- 
port will  take  place  at  11  o'clock  tomor- 
row, Friday,  morning? 

I  make  this  request  after  discussing 
the  matter.  I  think  it  brings  this  situa- 
tion to  a  head.  It  will  protect  the  rights 
of  the  Senators  who  are  raising  questions 
about  the  conference  report,  and  I  think 
It  will  meet  the  feelings  of  the  great 
majority  of  the  Senate,  if  this  could  be 
agreed  to  and  a  reconsideration  brought 
about. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
little  doubt  in  my  mind  that  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader  would  be  able  to 
fulfill  his  perfectly  sincere  assurance — 
but,  Mr.  President,  I  do  have  that  little 
doubt.  I  have  been  here  too  long  and  seen 
too  many  recalcitrant  Senators  come  on 
the  floor  who  were  not  present  when  an 
assurance  was  given.  I  cannot  see  why 
the  distinguished  majority  leader  can- 
not make  his  request  for  a  unanimous- 
consent  agreement  to  vote  at  whatever 
hour  he  designates  on  Friday,  and  if  that 
consent  is  obtained,  then,  of  course,  we 
can  all  be  perfectly  sure. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  just 
to  emphasize  what  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  already  said, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  vote  on 
the  conference  report  which  has  just 
been  agreed  to  by  the  Senate,  be  recon- 
sidered, and  that  another  vote  on  the 
conference  report  take  place  at  11  o'clock 
tomorrow  morning. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Before 
that  unanimous-consent  request  can  be 
considered,  the  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  will 
have  to  be  withdrawn  or  acted  upon. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  withdraw 
it.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  I  might  amend  my  request  to 
provide  that  a  motion  to  reconsider  be 
in  order,  and  that  if  that  motion  to  re- 
consider be  agreed  to,  that  the  Senate 
agree,  by  unanimous  consent,  that  we 
will  vote  on  the  conference  report  at  11 
a.m.  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered;  and  that  the  vote  on 
the  adoption  of  the  conference  report 
occur  tomorrow  at  11  a.m. 

The  unanimous-consent  agreement 
was  subsequently  reduced  to  writing,  as 
follows: 

Ordered,  That  the  Senate  proceed  to  vote 
on  the  adoption  of  the  conference  report  on 
H.R.  12080,  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1967,  at  11  o'clock  a.m.,  Friday,  December  15, 
1967. 

(This  order  was  subsequently  modified 
to  provide  for  the  vote  to  be  had  at  11 :30 
a.m.) 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
record,  the  failure  to  object  at  the  time 
of  the  passage  of  the  conference  report 
was  my  error  and  my  mistake. 

I  take  full  responsibility  for  what  hap- 
pened. I  was  standing  at  my  seat  in  the 
rear  of  the  Chamber  after  the  morning 
hour  waiting  to  be  recognized  for  the 
purpose  of  opposing  the  adoption  of  the 
conference  report.  It  was  my  understand- 
ing that  an  agreement  had  been  reached 
to  take  up  the  matter  of  the  considera- 
tion of  the  supplemental  appropriations 
before  the  social  security  conference  re- 
port. Naturally,  had  I  realized  that  the 
report  being  slipped  through  was  the  so- 
cial security  conference,  I  would  have 
objected.  I  mistakenly  assumed  the  ma- 
jority whip  was  passing  the  supplemental 
appropriation  which  I  supported. 

To  that  extent,  I  think  that  the  Sena- 
tor from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Harris]  and 
others  should  be  protected  from  any  re- 
sponsibility to  detect  this  unusual  tactic. 
Unfortunately,  in  this  great  deliberative 
body,  at  times  one  learns  the  hard  way. 
I  will  be  a  little  older  and  a  little  wiser 
because  of  the  error  and  I  will  certainly 
use  better  judgment  in  the  future  in  my 
reliance  on  certain  traditions  and  cus- 
toms of  the  Senate. 

It  took  30  seconds  after  the  morning 
hour  for  the  conference  report  to  be 
moved  through. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, when  I  was  serving  my  first  term, 
I  was  filibustering  the  Basing  Point  bill. 
The  then  Senator  from  Illinois,  Mr. 
Douglas,  and  I  made  a  motion  to  re- 
consider when  the  chairman  had  put  the 
motion  on  the  conference  report.  And  we 
were  able  to  obtain  agreement  that  we 
would  debate  the  motion  to  reconsider 
which  was  subject  to  a  motion  to  table. 
It  was  subject  to  a  motion  to  reconsider, 
and  we  were  in  a  position  that  we  had  to 
permit  the  matter  to  come  to  a  vote 
when,  as  far  as  I  was  concerned,  they  had 
every  intention  of  filibustering  that  bill 
to  death. 


There  is  nothing  at  all  new  about 
someone  losing  some  of  his  parliamen- 
tary rights  because  of  his  failure  to  ob- 
ject or  to  start  speaking  when  a  measure 
comes  before  the  Senate. 

It  has  happened  to  me. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
Record,  I  did  not  intend,  nor  did  any  of 
my  associates,  to  filibuster  this  matter. 
I  have  a  speech  of  some  iy2  hours  dura- 
tion the  substance  of  which  I  have  de- 
livered before,  but  which  I  had  hoped  to 
deliver  again.  Now  that  we  have  a 
unanimous-consent  agreement,  I  hope 
that  I  will  have  that  opportunity.  I  mere- 
ly wanted  to  point  out  where  the  respon- 
sibility lay  as  far  as  the  failure  to  object 
is  concerned. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  agreed  to  the  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest in  order  to  accommodate  other 
Senators.  I  will  not  be  here  tomorrow  to 
vote  on  that  conference  report,  because 
I  have  made  longstanding  commitments 
that  require  me  to  be  in  Louisiana.  How- 
ever, to  accommodate  other  Senators,  I 
was  willing  to  agree  to  a  unanimous- 
consent  request  so  that  other  Senators 
could  make  their  speeches. 

I  trust  the  good  judgment  of  the  Sen- 
ate, even  though  I  will  not  be  here  to 
respond  to  their  arguments.  I  am  con- 
fident that  the  conference  report  will  be 
agreed  to.  Everybody  can  make  his 
speech  and  the  Senate  can  vote  on  the 
matter  tomorrow. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  made  the  motion  to  table 
the  motion  to  reconsider  a  little  while 
ago  in  the  normal  course  of  things,  as 
we  do  ordinarily  when  a  motion  to  recon- 
sider is  made.  We  normally  make  a  mo- 
tion to  table  that  motion. 

My  motion  to  table  the  motion  to  re- 
consider was  made  as  we  ordinarily  make 
It  and  without  any  thought  or  desire  to 
shut  off  those  who  wish  to  delay  action 
on  the  conference  report. 

The  failure  of  the  Senator  from  Mary- 
land to  object  does  not  reflect  any  dis- 
credit on  him.  There  was  a  good  bit  of 
moving  about  and  talking  in  the  Sen- 
ate Chamber.  I  do  not  think  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  heard  or  was  aware  of 
what  was  taking  place. 

I  am  glad  we  have  been  able  to  work 
this  matter  out  so  that  all  Senators  will 
have  an  opportunity  to  express  their 
feeling  and  we  will  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  get  on  with  the  work  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator will  state  it. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  what  Is 
the  pending  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  business  is  the  conference  re- 
port on  the  social  security  bill. 


S 18732 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


December  11+,  1967 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OP 
1967 — CONFERENCE  REPORT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  report  of  the  committee  of  con- 
ference on  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an 
increase  in  benefits  under  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  sys- 
tem, to  provide  benefits  for  additional 
categories  of  individuals,  to  improve  the 
public  assistance  program  and  programs 
relating  to  the  welfare  and  health  of 
children  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  a  num- 
ber of  the  provisions  of  the  social  secu- 
rity bill  which  is  now  before  us  are,  in  my 
judgment,  most  unwise.  I  want  today  to 
discuss  several  of  these  provisions  which, 
I  believe,  must  be  changed.  Let  me  dis- 
cuss, first  of  all,  the  provision  regarding 
mandatory  work  requirements  for  moth- 
ers, even  though  they  are  caring  on  a 
fulltime  basis  for  their  children.  The 
provision  was  adopted  ostensibly  as  a  way 
to  save  welfare  funds.  But,  in  the  long 
run,  I  believe  this  provision  will  cost  us 
much  more — in  financial  and  human 
terms — then  it  can  possibly  save.  The 
reason  this  will  occur  is  because  the  chil- 
dren of  mothers  forced  to  work  must  be 
cared  for  in  some  manner.  The  present 
legislation  envisions  that  this  care  will 
take  place  in  federally  supported  day- 
care centers. 

While  I  firmly  support  the  principle 
that  day-care  centers  should  be  estab- 
lished, so  that  low-income  mothers  can 
go  to  work  confident  that  their  children 
are  properly  cared  for.  I  believe  that  it  is 
inappropriate  to  force  children  into  these 
day-care  centers. 

The  provision  regarding  mandatory 
placement  of  children  in  day -care  cen- 
ters while  their  mothers  work  or  obtain 
job  training  would  be  admirable  if  it 
were  done  on  a  voluntary  basis.  But  as 
a  mandatory  program,  it  is  both  un- 
necessarily punitive  and  wholly  imprac- 
tical. 

The  provision  is  impractical  because 
we  cannot  wave  a  magic  wand  and  pro- 
duce the  quantity  of  buildings  or  equip- 
ment or  trained  personnel  to  establish 
acceptable  day-care  centers  to  handle 
anywhere  near  all  of  the  children  now 
receiving  welfare  payments.  The  pro- 
vision is  unwise  and  unnecessarily  puni- 
tive because,  by  requiring  States  to  es- 
tablish day-care  centers  for  all  welfare 
children    we    will    almost  inevitably 


prompt  creation  of  places  where  chil- 
dren are  stored  rather  than  cared  for. 
We  will  punish  the  parent  by  depriving 
the  children  of  adequate  care,  and  in  the 
end  all  society  will  be  the  losers. 

According  to  statistics  compiled  by  the 
National  Committee  for  Day  Care  of 
Children,  there  are  presently  accom- 
modations for  about  400,000  children  in 
day-care  centers  throughout  the  United 
States.  This  figure  refers  only  to  facil- 
ities licensed  by  States  generally  cer- 
tifying conformance  with  minimum 
health  standards,  and  does  not  neces- 
sarily mean  that  the  staff  of  such  cen- 
ters is  trained  to  handle  children  or  that 
the  center  has  adequate  facilities  for 
play  or  training.  There  are  presently 
more  than  iy4  million  children  under 
school  attendance  age  now  receiving 
public  welfare.  Thus  simply  to  accom- 
modate these  children,  existing  day-care 
facilities  must  be  increased  threefold. 

I  believe  that  an  increase  in  the  num- 
ber of  and  improvement  in  the  quality  of 
day -care  facilities  in  this  country-  is  long 
overdue.  But  we  must  not  fool  ourselves 
into  believing  that  establishment  of  ade- 
quate centers  is  an  inexpensive  propo- 
sition— a  cheap  way  to  save  welfare 
funds.  The  National  Committee  for  Day 
Care  of  Children — experts  in  this  mat- 
ter— estimate  that  minimum  annual  cost 
of  adequate  day  care  is  $1,200  to  $1,500 
per  child.  This  is  the  range  of  annual 
cost  per  child  in  the  children's  develop- 
ment centers  run  by  the  OEO  Head- 
start  program.  Using  the  lowest  figure, 
of  $1,200  per  child,  we  are  talking  about 
$1.5  billion  each  year  for  the  lVk  mil- 
lion pre-school-age  children  now  on 
welfare. 

These  cost  estimates  are  not  exagger- 
ated or  extravagant.  Children — particu- 
larly preschool  children — need  consider- 
able attention,  guidance,  and  affection- 
ate relations  with  adults.  This  means 
that  trained  staff  is  needed,  not  to  men- 
tion facilities,  equipment,  food  for  the 
children,  and  so  forth.  We  cannot  take 
children  from  their  mothers  and  place 
them — with  30,  40,  or  50  other  children — 
into  bare  prison-like  rooms  where  they 
are  warehoused,  like  so  many  cardboard 
boxes,  all  day  while  their  mothers  work 
in  order  to  remain  on  the  welfare  rolls. 

If  we  do  this  to  children  in  their  cru- 
cial formative  years,  we  must  expect 
them  to  grow  with  serious  and  irrevers- 
ible antisocial  personality  blights.  We 
must  expect  the  gravest  kind  of  social 
delinquency  to  result  as  these  children 
grow  to  adults.  This  will  happen  if  we 
store  children  in  "bargain  basement" 
warehouses  deceptively  labeled  as  "day- 
care centers." 

H7R.  12080  offers  no  assurance  that  this 
will  not  happen  and,  because  this  is  a 
mandatory  program,  I  think  the  bill  vir- 
tually assures  that  in  many  States  this 
will  happen.  The  bill  sets  no  standards 
of  care — no  teacher-child  ratio,  no  mini- 
mum qualifications  for  those  caring  for 
the  children,  no  minimum  expenditures 
for  play  equipment  or  teaching  mate- 
rials^— which  must  be  met  in  these  day- 
care centers. 

The  bill  simply  requires  States  to  es- 
tablish something  called  day-care  cen- 
ters. In  fact,  many  States  do  not  now 


even  require  licensing  and  inspection  of 
day-care  centers,  and  many  of  those 
which  do  prescribe  only  minimal  sani- 
tation standards  not  care  or  staff  quali- 
fication standards.  How  many  States  will 
be  willing  to  spend  even  the  15  to  25  per- 
cent matching  funds  required  for  estab- 
lishing anything  but  "bargain  base- 
ments" to  warehouse  children  while  their 
mothers  work. 

Imagine  the  cruel  dilemma  this  situa- 
tion would  create  for  a  mother  on  wel- 
fare. Should  she  abandon  her  children 
for  8  to  10  -hours  each  day  to  a  cheerless 
child  warehouse,  where  incalculable 
harm  will  almost  certainly  be  done  to 
their  growth,  or  should  she  give  up  the 
welfare  payments  which  are  essential  for 
her  to  feed  and  clothe  her  children?  We 
may  save  some  welfare  funds  by  forcing 
a  mother  to  leave  her  children  in  a 
"warehouse"  and  work  during  the  day. 
But  in  a  few  short  years,  society  will  pay 
a  vastly  greater  price  when  the  results 
of  this  deprivation — in  antisocial  and 
criminal  conduct — come  home  to  roost. 

I  believe  this  dilemma  can  be  avoided, 
and  our  system  of  public  welfare  im- 
measurably strengthened  by  changing 
this  program  from  mandatory  to  volun- 
tary, so  that  mothers  can  choose  whether 
they  will  work  outside  their  homes  dur- 
ing the  day  and  leave  their  children  at 
day-care  centers.  In  addition,  we  must 
specify  minimum  standards  of  facility 
quality  and  child  care  which  State  day- 
care centers  must  meet  to  be  eligible  for 
Federal  assistance. 

If  we  adopted  this  noncoercive  ap- 
proach I  think  a  surprisingly  large  num- 
ber of  mothers  on  welfare  would  volun- 
tarily participate.  At  present  we  have  too 
few  adequate  day -care  centers  to  test  my 
supposition.  And  the  present  rule  which 
deducts  100  percent  of  earnings  from 
welfare  payments  is  a  strong  incentive 
against  work.  But,  with  great  wisdom, 
H.R.  12080  abandons  this  100-percent 
tax  on  earnings.  And  if  the  bill  would  also 
make  possible  the  funding  of  new  child 
day-care  centers,  for  voluntary  use,  i  be- 
lieve that  a  large  number  of  women  will 
go  into  gainful  employment,  confident 
that  their  children  are  being  well  cared 
for  while  they  work.  But  in  many  other 
cases,  a  mother's  most  important  place 
is  in  the  home  attending  to  the  needs  of 
her  children.  This  too  is  work  which  is 
vitally  important  to  the  health  of  our 
society,  and  this  basic  fact  is  overlooked 
by  any  mandatory  requirement  that  a 
mother  leave  home  and  work  during  the 
day. 

Just  this  summer,  with  Mayor  McKel- 
din,  I  took  a  number  of  walking  tours  in 
the  center  city  of  Baltimore,  trying  to 
learn  of  the  complaints  and  listen  to  the 
problems  of  the  least  affluent  of  my  con- 
stituency. I  learned  that  mothers  wanted 
day-care  centers  where  they  could  leave 
their  children. 

I  am  satisfied  that  when  the  facilities 
for  decent  day-care  centers  are  pro- 
vided and  made  available,  they  will  be 
utilized  to  100  percent  of  their  capacity. 
But  the  thing  that  concerns  me  about  the 
provisions  in  the  conference  report  on 
the  social  security  bill  is  that  we  run  too 
great  a  risk  of  not  obtaining,  under  this 
bill,  decent  and  adequate  day-care  facili- 
ties. We  are  going  to  have  too  many 
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States  willing  to  provide  any  type  of 
barn,  basement,  or  shack,  and  call  them 
day-care  facilities  in  order  to  receive  ad- 
ditional Federal  funds.  That  is  what  con- 
cerns me. 

How  many  times  have  we  heard  Mem- 
bers of  the  Congress  stand  up  and  criti- 
cize the  fact  that  the  home  today  in 
America  is  not  the  bulwark  of  our  society 
which  it  used  to  be?  How  many  times 
have  we  heard  Members  of  this  body  and 
the  other  House  complain  that  we  need 
more  mothers  staying  home  to  take  care 
of  their  children,  so  they  can  know  what 
is  happening  to  their  children,  and  give 
them  supervision  and  guidance?  Yet  this 
legislation  is  designed  to  force  mothers 
away  from  children  who  desperately  need 
supervision  and  guidance. 

I  would  like  to  make  an  additional 
point.  It  is  vitally  important  that  we  de- 
lete the  provision  in  the  conference  ver- 
sion which  freezes  the  number  of  chil- 
dren eligible  for  relief  payments  based  on 
the  January  1968  relief  rolls.  I  believe 
this  arbitrary  cut-off  is  wholly  unjusti- 
fied, and  will  place  an  unjustifed  burden 
on  State  and  local  taxes.  In  the  city  of 
Baltimore  alone,  I  am  informed  that  in 
the  next  year  and  one-half  this  provision 
of  the  social  security  bill  will  cost  local 
taxpayers  almost  $4  million. 

What  is  the  city  of  Baltimore  or  the 
State  of  Maryland  going  to  do  with  our 
dependent  children  if  there  are  no  funds 
to  feed  or  clothe  them?  I  sympathize 
with  the  goal  that  we  must  reduce  wel- 
fare costs,  but  we  cannot  do  it  by  ignoring 
the  human  costs  of  our  actions,  or  by 
drawing  an  arbitrary  line  to  deny  bene- 
fits to  some  while  others  similarly  situ- 
ated receive  funds. 

I  want  at  this  time  to  note  for  the 
Record  the  leading  citizens  and  groups 
in  my  State  which  oppose  provisions  in 
this  conference  report.  They  include  the 
Governor  of  my  State,  and  I  shall  read 
his  telegram  into  the  Record.  He  said: 

Tremendous  hardships  would  be  pressed 
upon  Maryland  should  the  proposed  AFDC 
case  load  freeze  stand.  I  urge  your  opposi- 
tion to  it  and  its  ultimate  deletion. 

Spiro  T.  Agnew. 

The  mayor  of  our  largest  city  said: 
I  urge  you  to  work  for  Senate  and  House 
disapproval  of  that  provision  in  the  pending 
social  security  bill  which  would  freeze  Fed- 
eral contributions  to  the  AFDC  welfare  pro- 
gram. This  provision,  at  the  present  rate  of 
Increase  of  our  AFDC  rolls,  would  cost  the 
State  of  Maryland  and  the  city  of  Baltimore, 
approximately  4  million  dollars  during  the 
first  year  alone.  This  would  work  a  great  hard- 
ship and  impose  an  unjust  financial  bur- 
den which  we  cannot  afford  to  bear. 

Thomas  K.  D'Alesandro  HI, 

Mayor. 

I  received  similar  telegrams  and  mes- 
sages from — 

Arthur  S.  Flemming,  president,  Na- 
tional Council  of  Churches. 

John  H.  Mathis,  chairman,  committee 
on  public  affairs,  Community  Service  So- 
ciety of  New  York. 

Cedric  W.  Tilberg,  secretary,  board  of 
social  ministry,  Lutheran  Church  in 
America. 

Manny  M.  Malman,  president,  board  of 
directors  of  Levindale,  Baltimore  City. 

Dr.  Hyman  S.  Rubinstein,  president, 
Maryland  chapter,  American  Jewish 
Congress. 


Mrs.  Mae  R.  Gellman,  president,  Mary- 
land Women's  Division,  American  Jewish 
Congress. 

Charles  I.  Schottland,  president,  Na- 
tional Association  of  Social  Workers. 

Ernest  M.  Kahn,  chairman,  public  wel- 
fare committee,  Maryland  chapter,  Na- 
tional Association  of  Social  Workers. 

Approximately  100  members  of  faculty 
and  student  body  of  University  of  Mary- 
land School  of  Social  Work. 

Sidney  Hollander,  Baltimore,  Md. 

Tony  T.  Dechant;  president,  National 
Farmers  Union. 

Dr.  Claude  D.  Hill,  chairman,  health 
and  welfare  committee  of  Baltimore 
City's  mayor's  task  force  for  equal  rights. 

Richard  Bateman,  director,  housing 
court  clinic,  Baltimore. 

Mazie  F.  Rappaport,  director,  depart- 
ment of  medical  social  work,  Baltimore 
city  hospitals. 

The  Reverend  Henry  J.  Offer,  direc- 
tor; Charles  G.  Tilden,  chairman;  Balti- 
more Archdiocesan  Urban  Commission. 

Roy  Wilkins,  chairman,  executive  com- 
mittee, Leadership  Conference  on  Civil 
Rights. 

Joseph  H.  Reid,  executive  director, 
Child  Welfare  League  of  America. 

Robert  I.  Hiller,  executive  director,  As- 
sociated Jewish  Charities,  Baltimore. 

Dr.  Eugene  Byrd,  national  chairman, 
American  Veterans  Committee. 

The  Right  Reverend  Harry  Lee  Doll, 
Episcopal  bishop  of  Maryland. 

The  Reverend  Reinhart  B.  Gutman, 
executive  secretary,  division  of  commu- 
nity service  executive  council,  Episcopal 
Church — national . 

Ernest  H.  Smith,  Family  and  Chil- 
drens  Society,  Baltimore. 

Jack  L.  Levin,  past  president,  Ameri- 
can Jewish  Congress,  Maryland  chapter. 

Harold  E.  Edelston,  executive  director, 
Health  and  Welfare  Council,  Baltimore 
area. 

Walter  P.  Reuther,  president,  Indus- 
trial Union  Department,  AFL-CIO. 

Donald  C.  Lee,  president,  Maryland 
Conference  of  Social  Welfare. 

George  Meany,  president,  AFL-CIO. 

Calmon  J.  Zamoiski,  Jr.,  president, 
Jewish  Welfare  Fund  of  Baltimore. 

Very  Rev.  Msgr.  Lawrence  J.  Corcoran, 
secretary,  National  Conference  of  Cath- 
olic Charities. 

Arthur  M.  Stevenson,  Jr.,  president, 
National  Presbyterian  Health  and  Wel- 
fare Association. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  certain 
telegrams  and  messages  that  I  have  re- 
ceived may  be  included  in  the  Record  at 
the  conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
also  tremendously  distressed  that  the 
action  of  the  conferees  is  completely 
contradictory.  On  the  one  hand  they  say 
that  we  are  not  going  to  provide  any 
Federal  assistance  for  welfare  for  addi- 
tional children  who  go  on  the  rolls  after 
July  1,  1968.  The  assumption  of  this  pro- 
vision appears  to  be  that  somehow  or 
other,  it  is  going  to  persuade  welfare 
mothers  from  having  children.  But  it  will 
not  have  that  effect.  And  unfortunately, 
it  is  the  children  who  are  going  to  go 
hungry  under  this  provision. 


Yet  at  the  same  time  the  conference 
report  greatly  reduces  the  funds  which 
the  Senate  had  earmarked  for  voluntary 
family  planning  services  which  would  be 
available  to  poor  mothers,  so  that  they 
could  voluntarily  plan  not  to  have  more 
children  which  would  force  them  onto 
the  welfare  rolls.  I  ask  if  that  is  not  com- 
pletely contradictory  action  by  this  con- 
ference committee. 

The  Committee  on  Finance,  guided  by 
its  chairman,  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Long],  approved  three  amendments 
to  the  social  security  bill  which  I  offered. 
Those  amendments  dealt  with  family 
planning  services. 

The  first  amendment  made  it  abso- 
lutely certain  that  family  planning  serv- 
ices provided  with  any  Federal  assistance 
would  be  wholly  voluntary  in  nature,  and 
that  participation  in  family  planning 
services  could  not  be  made  a  prerequisite 
for  receipt  of  other  services  or  assist- 
ance. 

The  second  amendment,  adopted  by 
the  Finance  Committee,  provided  that 
for  fiscal  year  1969,  in  the  budget  of  the 
Children's  Bureau  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  $15  mil- 
lion would  be  earmarked  for  family  plan- 
ning services.  The  need  for  such  ear- 
marking was  clearly  established  because 
of  the  past  history  of  family  planning 
programs  in  HEW,  where  funds  were 
promised  again  and  again  but  never 
allocated. 

The  third  amendment  increased  the 
funds  available  and  earmarked  for  fam- 
ily planning  services  after  initial  ex- 
penditures of  $15  million  in  fiscal  year 
1969,  to  $46.5  million  in  fiscal  1970.  In 
fiscal  1971,  the  sum  would  rise  to  $72 
million,  in  fiscal  1972,  to  $77  million,  and 
in  fiscal  1973,  to  $82  million. 

Under  the  conference  version  of  the 
bill,  the  strong  statutory  assurances  that 
family  planning  programs  will  be  volun- 
tary are  retained,  and  money  is  ear- 
marked in  the  Children's  Bureau  budget 
which  can  only  be  spent  on  family  plan- 
ning services.  But  the  amount  of  money, 
Mr.  President,  has  been  hopelessly  re- 
duced. The  conference  version  provides 
an  initial  expenditure  of  $15  million  in 
fiscal  1969,  but  instead  of  rising  to  $82 
million  by  fiscal  1973,  expenditures,  un- 
der the  conference  bill,  would  rise  only 
to  about  $21  mulion. 

This  was  a  tragic  error,  Mr.  President, 
that  may  have  even  more  drastic  reper- 
cussions, in  the  long  run,  than  a  deci- 
sion to  freeze  welfare  payments  to  chil- 
dren after  July  1  of  this  year. 

According  to  the  estimates  which  we 
have  made  in  subcommittee  hearings, 
endorsed  by  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  there  are  pres- 
ently 5  million  women  of  child-bearing 
age  who  want  but  cannot  afford  family 
planning  services.  Senators  know  what 
areas  those  women  live  in.  They  live  in 
the  very  poor  poverty-stricken  rural 
areas  of  our  agricultural  counties,  and  in 
the  ghettos  in  the  hearts  of  our  great 
cities.  These  are  the  women,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, who  want  to  be  able  to  plan  their 
families,  to  be  responsible  parents,  who 
want  voluntarily  to  enter  into  family 
planning  programs,  but  who  cannot  af- 
ford family  planning  services. 
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To  provide  a  woman  with  family  plan- 
ning services,  Mr.  President,  costs  ap- 
proximately $20  a  year,  both  for  the  pro- 
vision of  information,  and  for  medical 
supervision  and  supplies.  Thus,  if  we 
were  really  attacking  the  problem  as  we 
should,  we  would  be  allocating  $100  mil- 
lion a  year  for  this  vital  program. 

With  contributions  from  State  and 
local  governments  and  from  private 
sources,  and  with  the  money  earmarked 
by  the  Senate  in  the  original  program, 
we  would  have  been  able,  in  a  relatively 
brief  period  of  time,  I  believe,  to  reach 
a  substantial  portion  of  these  women  in 
need,  who  want  to  be  responsible  parents 
and  plan  their  families.  But,  because  of 
the  reduction  of  the  funds  for  family 
planning  adopted  by  the  conference,  the 
job  just  will  not  be  done.  And  time  is 
running  out,  Mr.  President.  I  believe  that 
the  conference  action  was  a  tragic  mis- 
take, and  that  it  is  vitally  important  that 
we  launch,  not  merely  a  token  program, 
but  a  program  designed  to  meet  the 
whole  need. 

It  is  now  indisputably  clear  that  a  ma- 
jor factor  among  the  costs  of  poverty  is 
family  size  beyond  that  which  the  family 
desires  or  can  afford.  The  importance  of 
this  factor  was  recognized  by  both  the 
Senate  and  the  House  in  establishing  a 
family  planning  program  as  one  of  the 
special  national  emphasis  programs  con- 
ducted by  OEO.  That  measure  was  only 
yesterday  signed  into  law  by  the  Presi- 
dent. The  problem  is  beginning  to  be 
recognized;  but  we  must  provide  the 
funds  to  meet  the  problem,  and  unfor- 
tunately, the  conference  report  fails  to 
do  so. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  I  am  delighted  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  wish  to  congratulate  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  on  the  position  that  he 
has  taken  in  regard  to  the  need  for 
family  planning  funds. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  has 
sought  to  provide  leadership  for  this 
field  in  Congress,  and  while  I  intend  to 
vote  for  the  conference  report,  and  I  do 
not  know  what  the  considerations  were 
that  guided  the  conferees  in  cutting  back 
on  this  item — I  do  not  attempt  to  be 
critical  of  them — I  do  wish  to  express  my 
support  of  the  Senator  from  Maryland  in 
his  efforts  to  emphasize  and  promote  and 
properly  fund  family  planning  programs. 

Here  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  Mr. 
President,  over  8,000  of  the  19,000  chil- 
dren in  the  ADC  category  are  illegitimate 
children  This  constitutes  42  percent  of 
the  children  on  the  ADC  caseload. 

I  was  looking  over  the  statistics  a  few 
days  ago,  and  I  found  there  a  record  of 
six  women  who  have  60  illegitimate  chil- 
dren, all  on  welfare — a  half  dozen  women 
who  have  among  them  five  dozen  illegiti- 
mate children,  all  on  welfare. 

There  was  another  group  of  14  women 
with  126  illegitimate  children,  all  on 
welfare. 

Another  group  of  20  women  have  160 
illegitimate  children,  all  on  welfare. 

Another  group  of  46  women  have  322 
illegitimate  children,  all  on  welfare. 


Another  group  of  172  women  have  860 
illegitimate  children,  all  on  welfare. 

Mr.  President,  the  average  family  unit 
in  the  ADC  category  in  Washington,  DC, 
has  increased,  over  the  past  8  or  10  years, 
from  3.2  children  in  each  unit  to  3.8  chil- 
dren in  each  unit.  In  some  of  the  families, 
there  are  as  many  as  seven  different 
fathers.  I  cite  these  statistics  concerning 
the  District  of  Columbia  to  show  the  need 
for  family  planning  among  welfare  re- 
cipients in  the  Nation's  Capital. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from  Mary- 
land is  talking  about  something  that 
constitutes  one  of  the  most  challenging 
and  pressing  as  well  as  one  of  the  most 
dangerous  problems  confronting  the 
country,  and  I  think  the  country  is  going 
to  have  to  face  up  to  it.  This  item  has 
been  swept  under  the  rug  too  long,  and 
the  American  people  are  not  fully  aware 
of  this  cancer  that  is  eating  at  the  vitals 
of  our  country. 

As  I  watched  television  during  the 
riots,  I  wondered  how  many  of  those 
hoodlums  who  were  backing  pickup 
trucks  against  store  windows  and  car- 
rying away  cases  of  whisky  and  tele- 
vision sets,  or  sniping  at  policemen  in 
the  streets,  or  throwing  bricks  and  bot- 
tles at  firemen,  or  overturning  auto- 
mobiles and  dragging  the  drivers  from 
the  automobiles,  beating  them,  and 
burning  their  automobiles,  came  out  of 
homes  in  which  the  child  did  not  know 
the  identity  of  its  father  and  the  mother 
could  not  have  cared  less. 

We  cannot  blame  the  illegitimate 
children.  They  are  not  to  blame  How- 
ever, the  society  of  this  country  is  going 
to  have  to  grapple  with  the  problem  and 
do  something  about  it. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  is  trying 
to  do  just  that,  and  I  support  him  in  the 
matter. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
point  out  that  perhaps  the  most  illumi- 
nating study  of  the  riots  in  Detroit  which 
has  been  produced  to  date  involved  in- 
terviews of  some  400  of  those  arrested 
during  that  riot.  The  report  concluded 
that  a  substantial  portion  of  those  ar- 
restees^— as  I  recall,  substantially  more 
than  50  percent  of  the  arrestees — were 
unwanted  or  illegitimate  children. 

I  think  that  this  tragic  statistic  will 
be  revealed  time  and  time  again  in  the 
next  decade  or  two  until  we  provide  the 
same  opportunity  to  plan  a  family  to 
those  who  are  less  fortunate  in  our  rural 
and  city  areas  as  those  people  have  who 
are  more  affluent  in  our  society. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, will  the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, as  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, I  have  sought  to  provide  some  lead- 
ership in  that  direction.  And  I  have  pro- 
vided, through  the  subcommittee — and  I 
believe  the  Senator  from  Maryland  was 
an  ex  officio  member  at  the  time  we  were 
doing  this — directions  to  the  Health  De- 
partment of  the  city  to  utilize  available 
funds  to  establish  several  full-time  birth 
control  clinic  teams  and  to  provide  in- 
formation and  devices  for  individuals  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  who  are  so 
greatly  In  need  of  guidance  in  family 
planning. 


We  are  trying  to  press  this  matter  in 
the  District  of  Columbia.  In  the  testi- 
mony given  before  my  subcommittee  this 
year,  the  Health  Department  provided 
statistics  as  to  the  number  of  women  who 
have  taken  advantage  of  these  clinics. 

The  statistics  reveal  that  the  program 
is  working  and  producing  good  results. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  may  fail 
in  this  instance,  but  I  hope  that  he  will 
continue  to  fight  for  the  provision  of 
family  planning  aid.  The  country  needs 
his  leadership,  and  I  hope  that  the  Sen- 
ator will  continue  to  provide  it. 

I,  for  one,  will  continue  to  follow  in 
his  footsteps. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
my  colleagues  in  the  Senate  will  be  in- 
terested in  the  conclusions  reached  by 
an  excellent  study  done  by  Dr.  Harold 
Sheppard,  a  consultant  for  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Employment,  Manpower,  and 
Poverty  of  the  Senate  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare  Committee.  This  study  which 
was  made  public  in  September  of  this 
year  was  entitled  "The  Effects  of  Family 
Planning  on  Poverty  in  the  United 
States." 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  pages  729  through  740  of 
the  report  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

There  no  objection,  the  material  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

V.  COSTS  AND  BENEFITS 

The  benefits  of  an  effective  family  plan- 
ning program  are  clear.  Poor  families  with 
fewer  children,  limited  to  the  size  they  them- 
selves prefer,  will  have  a  greater  chance  to 
move  out  of  poverty,  even  in  the  short  run. 
In  the  long  run,  children  horn  into  a  poor 
family  with  a  limited  number  of  brothers 
and  sisters  have  a  far  greater  chance  to  be 
out  of  poverty  during  adulthood  than  chil- 
dren born  into  a  poor  family  with  four,  five, 
or  more  brothers  and  sisters. 

There  is  another  category  of  benefits  that 
should  be  of  equal  interest  to  the  public  and 
to  the  Congress,  pertaining  to  the  reduced 
costs  of  public  programs  in  such  areas  as 
health,  education,  welfare,  and  housing.  Ex- 
perts, including  those  in  Government  (in 
OEO  and  HEW) ,  have  calculated  cost-benefit 
ratios  of  family  planning  programs  that  prob- 
ably exceed  the  ratios  of  nearly  every  other 
type  of  public  program.  The  following  dis- 
cussion is  based  on  a  number  of  unpublished 
documents  dealing  with  this  aspect  of  family 
planning. 

Even  with  the  use  of  conservative  assump- 
tions, such  as  the  participation  only  of  low- 
income  women  who  already  have  three  chil- 
dren, the  rate  of  infant  mortality  would  be 
reduced.  The  rate  of  mental  retardation 
would  also  be  reduced — not  merely  the  num- 
bers of  infant  deaths  and  retarded  children. 
Both  infant  mortality  and  mental  retarda- 
tion are  higher  than  average  among  children 
with  mothers  who  already  have  three  chil- 
dren. Under  the  assumption  that  about  80 
percent  of  women  would  participate  (based 
on  past  and  current  experience  in  pilot  proj- 
ects) and  that  births  after  the  third  child 
would  be  reduced  by  75  percent,  one  estimate 
is  that  infant  mortality  rates  among  non- 
whites,  for  example,  would  be  reduced  by 
about  one-fourth.  Similar  results  could  be 
gained  in  the  reduction  of  maternal  deaths 
and  disabilities  as  a  consequence  of  fewer 
nontherapeutic  abortions  flowing  from  a  pro- 
gram of  birth  control. 

Based  on  these  and  other  types  of  analyses, 
Planned  Parenthood  has  calculated  that  a 
program  consisting  of  only  500,000  women 
at  an  annual  cost  of  $20  per  case  (including 
administrative  costs) ,  that  is,  a  $10  million 
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program  would  produce  savings  of  about 
$250  million  (in  terms  of  reduced  expendi- 
tures on  maternal  health  care,  child  health 
care,  care  of  mental  retardates,  aid  to  de- 
pendent children,  and  so  forth).  In  addition, 
there  is  the  possibility  (as  suggested  earlier 
in  this  report)  that  longer  spacing  between 
pregnancies  provides  greater  opportunity  for 
higher  family  income  since  parents  could  im- 
prove their  education  and  wives  could  obtain 
employment.  Over  the  life  of  a  family,  a  con- 
servative estimate  of  an  additional  income 
of  $10,000  per  family1  for  the  45,000  families 
not  on  welfare  and  affected  by  the  $10  mil- 
lion program  would  amount  to  $450  million  in 
higher  income  benefits.  This  $450  million 
figure  of  private  individual  benefits  added 
to  the  previous  $250  million  in  reduced  costs 
of  public  programs  amounts  to  $700  million, 
producing  a  cost-benefit  ratio  of  70  to  1.  As 
already  stated,  there  are  few,  if  any,  greater 
ratios  calculated  for  other  types  of  public 
program  expenditures,  at  least  in  programs 
related  to  combating  poverty. 

As  of  1964,  there  were  9.3  million  poor  chil- 
dren in  families  with  four  or  more  children. 
If  the  number  of  births  after  the  third  child 
had  been  reduced  in  their  families  in  the 
past  by  only  60  percent,  there  would  have 
been  in  that  year  at  least  4.6  million  fewer 
poor  persons  in  the  United  States — 13  per- 
cent fewer  than  the  34  million  poor  in  1964. 
This  calculation,  moreover,  does  not  take 
into  account  the  possibility  that  the  reduc- 
tion of  family  size  would  have  removed  a 
number  of  families  above  the  poverty  line 
which  is  partly  based  on  family  size  in  rela- 
tion to  income. 

This  is  a  highly  conservative  approach, 
moreover.  If  the  family  size  of  the  poor  were 
identical  to  that  for  the  nonpoor  there  would 
actually  be  about  6.5  million  fewer  children 
living  in  poor  families. 

There  are  several  clear-cut  conclusions 
that  we  should  be  aware  of  in  weighing  the 
feasibility  of  a  major  expansion  of  family 
planning  programs  in  an  attack  on  poverty.3 
One  of  these  is  that  the  vast  majority  of 
Americans  now  approve  of  the  idea  of  family 
planning. 

The  second  is  that  regardless  of  income 
level,  the  maximum  number  of  children 
wanted  by  most  families  is  four.  Third,  the 
critical  point  in  the  lives  of  families  comes 
upon  the  birth  of  the  fourth  child,  in  terms 
of  an  increased  awareness  of  the  value  of 
smaller  families.  Fourth,  economic  reasons 
are  the  major  ones  cited  by  parents  for  limit- 
ing family  size.  Fifth,  large  families  ob- 
viously aggravate  the  problems  of  the  al- 
ready poor:  a  small  income  means  that  per- 
family-member  funds  are  reduced  further. 
But  beyond  this,  it  also  means  that  parents, 
often  poorly  prepared,  must  dilute  their 
child-care  time  per  child;  the  children  them- 
selves suffer  from  a  variety  of  pressures  to 
an  extent  greater  than  those  in  smaller  fam- 


1  Based  on  a  study  by  Ronald  Freedman 
and  Lolagene  Coombs,  "Childspacing  and 
Family  Economic  Position,"  American  Soci- 
ological Review,  October  1966,  pp.  631-648. 
In  this  article,  the  authors  state  on  the  basis 
of  their  data  that  ".  .  .  if  children  are  born 
very  soon  after  marriage,  the  need  for  im- 
mediate income  and  security  puts  more  con- 
straint on  the  husband  in  his  choice  of  occu- 
pation or  on  his  ability  to  complete  sufficient 
education  to  qualify  him  for  higher  status 
jobs  with  greater  income.  Rapid  family 
growth  may  also  mean  expenses  out  of  pro- 
portion to  income,  with  the  result  that  the 
margin  needed  to  accumulate  economic 
assets  must  be  spent  for  immediate  pur- 
chases *  *  *  a  couple's  economic  position  is 
substantially  better  the  longer  the  interval 
to  the  first  birth  or  the  last  birth." 

2  For  a  summary  of  the  studies  forming  the 
basis  of  these  conclusions,  see  Catherine  S. 
Chilman,  "Poverty  and  Family  Planning  In 
the  United  States,"  Welfare  in  Review,  April 
1967. 


ilies  (including  other  poor,  but  smaller  fam- 
ilies)— "and  a  new  generation  of  children 
grow  up  with  a  tendency  to  be  trapped  in 
poverty  and  failure."  3 

Sixth,  the  obstacles  to  effective  family 
planning  among  the  poor  relate  to  Ignor- 
ance or  unawareness  of  the  concept;  lack  of 
money  even  when  aware;  unavailability  of, 
or  isolation  from,  agencies  that  can  provide 
services;  unwillingness  to  go  through  the 
steps  in  the  use  of  contraceptives;  attitudes 
such  as  fatalism,  and  so  forth. 

Seventh,  nevertheless,  when  programs  are 
made  available  at  little  or  no  cost  to  poor 
families  they  make  use  of  the  services  and 
materials  provided.  This  is  especially  true 
in  the  case  of  the  use  of  more  recently  de- 
veloped methods  of  contraception,  such  as 
the  "pill,"  and  the  "loop,"  and  when  family 
planning  clinics  are  run  on  a  person-to-per- 
son basis,  rather  than  through  a  mass  media 
campaign  of  a  general  educational  nature. 

Eight,  a  comprehensive  family  planning 
program  must  include  attention  to  the  prob- 
lems of  young  persons  (teenagers,  especially) 
from  poor  families  who  need  sex  informa- 
tion and  education  prior  to  marriage  and/ 
or  during  the  early  phase  of  marriage.  Re- 
cent studies  suggest  that  lack  of  family 
planning  (or  birth  control)  for  this  group 
results  in  early  births  of  unwanted  children 
and  other  burdens  preventing  the  parents  (or 
unmarried  mothers)  from  moving  out  of 
poverty.  For  poor  persons,  the  birth  of  chil- 
dren soon  after  marriage  (or  among  young 
unmarried  mothers)  tends  to  decrease  the 
ability  of  poor  parents  to  advance  them- 
selves, or  provide  for  their  offspring.  This  is 
one  of  the  major  conclusions  of  the  Freed- 
man-Coombs  study  referred  to  above. 

VI.    ADEQUACY    OF   CURRENT    FAMILY  PLANNING 
PROGRAMS 

The  previous  sections  of  this  report  have 
attempted  to  show  that: 

(1)  poverty  in  the  United  States  is  at- 
tributable in  part  to  large  family  size,  as 
evidenced,  for  example,  by  the  comprehen- 
sive analysis  of  census  data  showing  that 
children  born  into  small  lower  income  fam- 
ilies have  a  greater  change  of  becoming 
nonpoor  when  adults  than  those  born  in 
large  lower  income  families; 

(2)  Progress  in  reducing  poverty  in  recent 
years  is  greatest  among  small-sized  families, 
and  is  retarded  to  the  extent  that  poor  fami- 
lies continue  to  have  high  fertility  rates.4 

(3)  Due  to  such  factors  as  unawareness 
of  effective  methods,  income,  unavailability 
of  family  planning  methods,  low-income 
women  have  more  children  than  they  want. 

(4)  The  few  programs  that  have  been  made 
available  have  shown  that  the  poor  do  re- 
spond effectively  to  family  planning  serv- 
ices. 

(5)  The  benefits  of  a  comprehensive  family 
planning  program  are  significant  in  their  im- 
pact on  the  reduction  of  poverty  and  on  costs 
to  the  community. 

Thus,  reduced  family  size  is  necessary,  de- 
sired, and  possible  for  and  by  the  poor — and 
others  who  prefer  to  remain  above  poverty. 

But  despite  the  fact  that  family  planning 


3  Ibid. 

4  In  1960,  the  number  of  children  ever  born 
per  1,000  women  45  years  old  and  over  was 
about  3,000  in  families  where  husbands 
earned  less  than  $3,000,  and  was  correspond- 
ingly lower  in  families  with  higher  incomes 
of  husbands — down  to  less  than  2,000  for 
women  whose  husbands  had  incomes  of 
$7,000  and  over.  From  1950-52  to  1960,  the 
percent  increase  in  the  fertility  rates  among 
women  15-44  years  old  was  highest  for 
women  whose  husbands'  incomes  were  under 
$5,000.  In  1950,  the  lowest  income  group's  fer- 
tility rate  (number  of  children  born  per  1,000 
women)  was  only  14  percent  above  that  of 
the  highest  income  group,  but  by  1960,  it 
was  more  than  20  percent  above  that  of  the 
highest  income  group.  Table  55,  Statistical 
Abstracts  of  the  United  States,  1965,  p.  52. 


as  a  method  of  reducing  or  preventing  pov- 
erty may  be  deemed  necessary,  desired,  and 
possible,  local,  State,  and  Federal  Govern- 
ment response  has  been  slow,  cautious,  and 
by  no  means  commensurate  with  the  need. 
Despite  the  fact  that  analysts  in  Govern- 
ment and  other  organizations  have  calcu- 
lated that  family  planning  measures  are 
probably  the  single  most  cost-effective  pro- 
gram in  any  war  against  poverty,  the  amount 
of  funds  devoted  to  such  measures  (apart 
from  research  on  the  subject  by  scientists) 
is  virtually  miniscule.  Even  if  we  were  to  in- 
clude nongovernmental  programs  financed 
by  nongovernmental  funds,  it  is  doubtful 
whether  more  than  15  percent  of  low-income 
families  currently  have  the  benefits  of  a  vol- 
untary participation  program  of  family  plan- 
ning in  the  United  States.  As  a  conservative 
estimate,  there  are  at  least  5  million  low- 
income  women  who  could  benefit  from  such 
a  program,  but  at  most,  only  750,000  now 
receiving  assistance.  Since  the  poor  become 
pregnant  sooner  than  the  nonpoor  and  con- 
tinue to  bear  children  longer  (due  to  earlier 
marriages  and  less  effective  use  of  contra- 
ceptives), one  could  use  a  maximum  figure 
of  6  million.  In  1966  there  were  that  many 
poor  females  between  the  ages  of  16  and  54. 
If  this  were  the  basis  of  estimates,  then 
there  would  be  a  smaller  proportion  of  the 
target  population  reached  than  15  percent. 

Despite  the  fact  that  the  President  enun- 
ciated a  Government  policy  favoring  family 
planning  in  his  March  1966,  message  on  do- 
mestic health  and  education — when  he  said 
that,  "It  is  essential  that  all  families  have 
access  to  information  and  services  that  will 
allow  freedom  to  choose  the  number  and 
spacing  of  their  children  within  the  dictates 
of  individual  conscience" — it  must  be  said  in 
candor  that  the  greatest  progress  "has  been 
in  the  area  of  new  policies  rather  than  in  the 
implementation  of  programs."  6 

The  agency  which  has  been  indulging  in 
the  most  enunciations — the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare — has  ap- 
parently done  the  least  to  carry  out  programs. 
Current  family  planning  activities  on  the 
part  of  HEW  "are  off  to  an  exceedingly  slow 
start." 0  At  best,  the  Department  seems  to 
have  taken  the  position  that  the  emphasis 
should  be  on  "comprehensive  health  serv- 
ices," of  which  family  planning  may  be  a 
part.  But  family  planning  apparently  will 
not  be  given  any  special  attention  or  prior- 
ity— despite  the  Department's  own  estimates 
concerning  the  higher  cost  effectiveness  of 
family  planning  in  the  area  of  health,  apart 
from  its  potentials  for  the  reduction  and 
prevention  of  poverty. 

In  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967  it  has  been 
estimated  that  $3  million  and  $9  million, 
respectively,  have  been  used  for  family  plan- 
ning through  HEW-related  programs,  apart 
from  research  and  training  projects.  The 
projected  figure  for  1968  may  be  as  high  as 
$13  million.  The  difficulty  in  obtaining  defini- 
tive estimates  lies  in  the  fact  that  family 
planning  services,  if  provided  at  all,  are  not 
recorded  as  a  specific  diagnostic  category  in 
reports  originating  from  HEW-financed 
sources.  At  present,  there  are  no  plans  for  a 
program  specifically  designated  as  "family 
planning"  under  HEW  auspices.  None  of 
these  funds,  it  should  be  noted,  were  pro- 
vided through  any  specific  program  desig- 
nated for  family  planning  as  such  but  rather 
as  part  of  the  activities  designed  for  improv- 
ing health  services  for  mothers  and  children, 
Title  XIX,  and  so  forth. 

Science,  the  magazine  of  the  American  As- 
sociation for  the  Advancement  of  Science,  has 
described  the  efforts  of  the  Department  in  the 


5  '  Current  Status  of  Family  Planning  Pro- 
grams in  the  United  States,"  by  Gordon  W. 
Perkin,  M.D.,  and  David  Radel,  Population 
Program,  Ford  Foundation.  Mimeographed, 
no  date. 

'Science,  May  12,  1967,  "Birth  Control: 
U.S.  Programs  Off  to  Slow  Start,"  by  Elinor 
Langer,  pp.  765-767. 
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field  of  family  planning  as  "leaderless  and 
leisurely."  But  concentrating  on  the  doctrine 
of  "comprehensiveness"  in  its  health  pro- 
grams, the  Department  in  practice  does  not 
mean  comprehensive,  hut  rather  whatever 
State  and  local  health  departments  care  to 
provide.  If  these  departments  indicate  a 
preference  for  family  planning  services  as 
part  of  their  total  offerings,  HEW  will  not 
object.  But  apparently  HEW  will  do  little 
to  initiate.  The  desire  not  to  earmark  any 
funds  for  family  planning  means  in  reality 
that  by  the  time  congressional  authorizations 
and  appropriations  reduce  requested  funds 
for  all  health  programs,  very  litle  remains  for 
new  programs  over  and  above  traditional  and 
previous  obligations  at  the  local  level.  For 
example,  to  quote  Science: 

"Instead  of  the  approximately  $270.5  mil- 
lion authorization  it  [the  Department]  had 
requested  for  the  program  [under  Title  XIX 
of  the  Social  Security  Act] — a  sum  that  was 
approved  by  the  Senate — the  authorization 
for  fiscal  1968,  after  cuts  by  the  House  and 
the  House-Senate  conference,  was  only  $125 
million.  Of  that,  about  $110  million  was 
needed  to  support  ongoing  commitments, 
leaving  only  around  $15  million  free  to  meet 
a  variety  of  demands — of  which  family  plan- 
ning would  be  only  one." 

It  is  not  completely  accurate  to  say  that 
local  and  State  levels  of  health  programs 
have  little  interest  in  family  planning,  but  as 
stated  earlier,  previous  commitments  can- 
not be  reduced  in  order  to  provide  for  in- 
creased family  planning  efforts.  According 
to  the  testimony  on  H.R.  6418  (to  extend  the 
authority  of  Public  Law  89-749),  by  the 
Association  of  State  and  Territorial  Health 
Officers  before  the  House  Committee  on  In- 
terstate and  Foreign  Commerce,  on  May  3, 
1967,  and  represented  by  Dr.  John  H.  Venable, 
director  of  the  Georgia  Department  of  Public 
Health,  there  Is  widespread  recognition 
among  the  States  of  the  high  priority  that 
should  be  given  to  family  planning.  Unfor- 
tunately, the  discrepancy  between  the 
amounts  needed  and  the  amounts  available 
is  substantial.  Dr.  Venable  provided  the  ex- 
ample of  his  own  State  of  Georgia : 

"For  family  planning  programs,  we  have 
a  potential  caseload  presently  of  approxi- 
mately 210,000.  Family  planning  services 
could  be  provided  for  21,000  people  with  the 
expenditure  of  $196,000.  We  have  State  and 
local  funding  at  the  level  of  $146,000.  We, 
therefore,  would  need  $50,000  additional 
Federal  support  for  this  activity.  In  5  years' 
time,  when  the  caseload  has  increased  to 
approximately  223,000,  we  can  reach  70  per- 
cent of  the  objective  or  156,000  with  the  ex- 
penditure of  $1,380,000.  It  can  easily  be  seen 
that  there  needs  to  be  a  great  increase  in 
the  level  of  support  from  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment for  this  very  necessary  activity." 

Within  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportu- 
nity, the  picture  has  been  more  promising. 
Once  again,  the  mere  presence  of  local  com- 
munity action  agencies  has  resulted  in  the 
surfacing  of  individual  and  social  needs  that, 
for  one  reason  or  another,  were  not  being 
met  by  previously  existing  programs,  whether 
public  or  private,  local,  State,  or  Federal — 
with  family  planning  being  one  of  these 
needs. 

This  does  not  mean,  of  course,  that  local 
communities  and  organizations  of  the  poor 
had  easy  sailing  in  their  efforts  to  receive 
OEO  approval  of  family  planning  projects. 
At  first,  there  was  a  general  reluctance  ap- 
parently because  of  unfounded  fears  about 
public  objections.  Then  there  were  restric- 
tive guidelines  as  to  eligibility,  such  as  serv- 
ices only  for  married  women — without  rec- 
ognition of  the  disproportionate  number  of 
births  among  young  impoverished  girls  with- 
out husbands.7  This  restriction  was  later  re- 


7  As  an  Indirect  reflection  of  this  problem. 
In  1965  one-third  of  female-headed  poor 
families  had  four  or  more  children,  and  these 


moved  by  Congress.  Confusion  continued  to 
reign  among  regional  OEO  offices  as  to  Wash- 
ington's commitment  or  interest  in  family 
planning. 

By  fiscal  1966,  about  $2.4  million  in  OEO 
funds  had  been  spent  on  family  planning 
projects,  at  the  request  of  local  community 
action  agencies.  It  is  expected  that  about 
$4.6  million  will  have  been  spent  in  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1967.  These  funds  are 
estimated  to  serve  only  100,000  women.  Orig- 
inal plans  called  for  expenditures  of  $4  mil- 
lion.8 1968  plans  include  $10  million  for  fam- 
ily planning. 

But  in  March  of  that  fiscal  year,  because 
of  the  cutback  in  congressional  appropria- 
tions, approximately  one-half  of  the  nearly 
60  projects  then  in  operation  were  faced  with 
curtailment  or  termination,  and  another  20 
proposed  projects  were  not  fundable  at  all. 
This  was  despite  OEO's  own  calculations  that 
family  planning  was  perhaps  the  single  most 
cost-effective  approach  to  the  problem  of 
poverty.  As  a  result  of  strong  protests  on 
the  part  of  such  organizations  as  Planned 
Parenthood- World  Population,  however,  OEO 
recommitted  from  "emergency  funds"  nearly 
$600,000  and  none  of  the  programs  was  termi- 
nated. Additional  supplementary  funds  were 
provided  to  start  new  projects. 

OEO  has  had  to  issue  at  least  two  direc- 
tives to  its  regional  offices  during  the  past 
year  to  remind  them  that  the  agency  was 
favorably  inclined  toward  family-planning 
projects  proposed  by  local  agencies.  If  there 
is  to  be  a  continued  emphasis  on  local  initia- 
tive and  local  priority  setting  in  OEO's  com- 
munity action  program,  it  should  be  accom- 
panied at  least  by  greater  and  more  effective 
communication  to  local  groups  by  OEO  and 
its  regional  staffs  concerning  what  types  of 
projects  are  possible  and  with  attention 
given  to  the  variations  in  cost- effectiveness 
of  one  type  of  project  as  over  against  another. 
Local  communities  should  be  made  more 
aware  of  the  comparative  impact  on  poverty 
of  family  planning  as  compared  to,  say,  more 
and  improved  "museum  visits." 

Finally,  it  should  be  noted  that  OEO,  until 
the  first  few  months  of  calendar  1967,  lacked 
any  special  staff  in  the  field  of  family  plan- 
ning. As  of  the  present,  there  is  one  such 
specialist,  a  highly  qualified  physician  em- 
ployed in  CAP's  health  services  staff. 

The  concrete,  measurable  commitment  of 
OEO  to  family  planning  has  grown  signifi- 
cantly over  the  past  2  years,  in  comparison 
with  HEW.  At  the  present  time,  OEO  makes 
possible  the  most  direct  delivery  of  family 
services  for  the  poor.  This  fact  alone  militates 
against  the  otherwise  plausible  argument  of 
"spinning  off''  OEO  functions  to  old-line 
agencies.  The  problem  remains  whether  its 
desire  to  meet  an  expected  increased  local 
demand  for  support  of  family  planning  pro- 
grams will  be  matched  by  appropriate  funds 
and  other  forms  of  assistance.  In  fairness  to 
OEO,  it  must  be  pointed  out  that  the  solu- 
tion to  this  problem  lies  essentially  with 
Congress  which  inust  decide  whether  to  "ear- 
mark" for  family  planning  within  a  static 
level  of  authorization  for  the  war  against 
poverty — thus  creating  a  cutback  on  other 
programs — or  add  to  the  present  level  of 
authorization  and  commitments  a  sum  nec- 
essary for  an  effective  application  of  family 
planning  services  to  the  problem  of  poverty 
in  America  today  and  in  the  future. 

"It  is  apparent  that  today  in  the  United 


families  constituted  80  per  cent  of  all  female- 
headed  families,  with  these  many  children; 
i.e.,  out  of  600,000  female-headed  families 
with  four  or  more  children,  80  percent  were 
living  below  the  SSA  poverty  line.  In  1955  the 
number  of  poor  children  in  families  with 
female  heads  was  4.4  million. 

8  OEO  claims  that  approximately  $1.75  mil- 
lion of  1967  allocation  for  neighborhood 
health  centers  has  also  been  spent  for  family 
planning  services. 


States,"  stated  Dr.  Alan  Guttmacher,  presi- 
dent of  Planned  Parenthood-World  Federa- 
tion, in  his  testimony  of  June  8,  1967,  before 
the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Employment, 
Manpower,  and  Poverty,  "family  planning  is 
accepted  as  an  important  and  necessary  com- 
ponent of  community  health  services.  The 
question  that  faces  us  today  is  not  whether 
or  not  family  planning  services  are  needed; 
it  is  not  a  question  of  beneficial  results;  it 
is  not  even  a  question  of  individual  or  societal 
acceptance — rather  it  is  a  question  of  the 
degree  of  priority  we  are  willing  to  place  on 
family  planning  services  for  the  medically 
impoverished  and  how  far  we  are  willing  to 
go  to  implement  that  priority." 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  as  this 
report  indicates,  the  need  for  family 
planning  services  is  crystal  clear  and  the 
benefits  are  equally  clear.  The  benefits 
are  absolutely  vital  in  any  war  against 
poverty.  The  social  security  bill  as  passed 
by  the  Senate  would  have  met  that  need. 
But,  regretfully,  the  conference  bill  fails 
to  meet  the  need. 

Dr.  Sheppard's  report  notes  the  inade- 
quacy of  existing  governmental  family 
planning  programs.  In  the  past  I  have 
been  critical  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and  of 
the  Secretary  of  that  Department  for 
failing  to  give  this  program  the  priority 
which  it  requires.  Just  a  little  over  a 
month  ago,  a  report  by  an  HEW  con- 
sultant, Dr.  Oscar  Harkavy,  of  the  Ford 
Foundation,  was  made  public.  Dr. 
Harkavy's  report  concluded  that  HEW 
had  failed  to  give  clear  or  strong  lead- 
ership to  the  family  planning  program, 
and  that  the  program  suffered  from  lack 
of  funds  and  personnel.  It  indicated  that 
we  had  a  long,  long  way  to  go  before  the 
Federal  Government  even  began  to  ap- 
proach an  adequate  family  planning 
program,  and  I  believe  the  report  offers 
eloquent  testimony  to  the  reasons  why 
the  conferees  should  have  accepted  the 
Senate  version  of  the  family  planning 
amendments. 

I  want  to  cite  a  summary  of  recom- 
mendations made  by  the  Harkavy  report, 
to  indicate  how  far  we  have  to  go,  and 
why  the  Senate  amendments  regarding 
family  planning  should  have  been 
adopted. 

I  am  now  going  to  read  into  the 
Record  some  of  the  principal  points 
made  in  the  summary  of  recommenda- 
tions of  the  Harkavy  report. 

Mr.  President,  I  read  from  the  sum- 
mary of  recommendations: 

Beginning  with  Secretary  Gardner's  Janu- 
ary 24,  1966  policy  statement,  DHEW  has 
made  some  progress  in  support  of  family 
planning  services  and  of  research  and  train- 
ing related  to  population  problems.  Yet  it  is 
clear  that  none  of  the  DHEW  Regional  Offices 
or  operating  agencies  presently  places  high 
priority  on  family  planning,  or  is  certain 
what  precise  functions  it  is  expected  to  carry 
out  in  this  field.  If  the  DHEW  effort  is  to  be 
commensurate  with  the  need  and  with  the 
Secretary's  expressed  intent  it  must  greatly 
increase  the  funds  and  professional  staff 
manpower  devoted  to  this  field.  To  this  end 
the  following  recommendations  are  made: 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  recom- 
mendations from  page  2  through  page  8 
be  printed  in  their  entirety  at  this  point 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  recom- 
mendations were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 
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1.  A  clear  signal  from  the  Secretary  that 
\gorous  support  of  this  field  is  an  integral 

part  of  DHEW  business  seems  necessary.  The 
recent  designation  of  family  planning  as  one 
of  six  priority  areas,  without  extraordinary 
action  such  as  the  reprogramming  of  funds 
and  assignment  of  existing  personnel,  is  not 
regarded  by  the  staff  as  a  mandate. 

2.  A  new  policy  statement  is  needed  to  set 
forth  much  more  explicitly  the  Department's 
objectives  in  family  planning  and  how  it 
proposes  to  achieve  them.  This  could  be 
coupled  with  additional  actions  by  the  Sec- 
retary as  outlined  below,  and  with  issuance 
of  specific  policy  statements  by  each  of  the 
principal  agencies  involved — Children's  Bu- 
reau, Public  Health  Service,  Medical  Services 
Administration,  Assistance  Payments  Admin- 
istration, and  Office  of  Education — detailing 
clearly  their  functions  in  family  planning 
and  the  staff  and  budgetary  resources  they 
will  commit  to  this  field.  This  will  help  to 
clarify  both  for  the  Department  and  for  Con- 
gress the  complementary  nature  of  the  sev- 
eral programs. 

A  suggested  division  of  funct'on  among 
the  operating  agencies  designed  to  activate 
a  variety  of  local  programs  is  set  forth  in 
Table  I  and  II. 

(a)  DHEW  should  set  its  principal  goal  as 
doing  what  is  necessary  to  close  the  gap  be- 
tween approximately  5  million  women  need- 
ing publicly  assisted  family  planning  medi- 
cal services  and  about  700,000  now  receiving 
such  aid.  It  should  be  the  Department's 
policy  that  no  program  of  comprehensive 
health  services,  or  program  that  merely  pro- 
vides or  pays  for  medical  care,  can  be  con- 
sidered complete  without  including  arrange- 
ment for  voluntary  family  planning.  DHEW 
must  act  positively  and  rapidly  to  achieve 
this  goal  and  to  guide  state  and  local  agen- 
cies to  effective  action.  Within  the  next  six 
months  it  should  complete  work  on  a  na- 
tional plan  which  locates  the  population  to 
be  served  and  identifies  the  variety  of  agen- 
cies to  provide  the  services. 

(b)  DHEW  must  identify,  train,  and  as- 
sign a  professional  staff  devoted  full  time  to 
family  planning  and  supporting  activities  at 
the  executive  level  and  in  each  of  the  op- 
erating agencies.  DHEW  presently  cannot 
point  to  as  many  as  10  professionals  on  its 
entire  staff  who  devote  themselves  full  time 
to  this  field.  DHEW  staffing  for  family  plan- 
ning now  represents  an  unfortunate  exam- 
ple of  "what  is  everybody's  business  is  no- 
body's business."  The  Secretary  should  re- 
program  funds  and  reassign  personnel  to 
begin  this  staffing  effort  immediately. 

(c)  Radically  improved  contraceptive 
techniques  must  be  developed  if  unwanted 
fertility  in  developing  countries  and  among 
all  segments  of  our  own  population  is  to  be 
brought  under  control.  To  speed  this  devel- 
opment DHEW  should  greatly  expand  its 
program  of  research  in  fundamental  and  ap- 
plied reproductive  biology. 

3.  The  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Population  and  Family  Planning  should  have 
an  adequate  staff  to  assist  in  policy  formula- 
tion, program  planning  and  evaluation,  re- 
lations with  professional  groups,  stimulation 
and  coordination  of  family  planning  activi- 
ties within  DHEW,  and  liaison  with  other 
Government  agencies  and  private  family 
planning  organizations.  The  Office  of  the 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  should  provide 
centralized  direction  to  the  total  DHEW  ef- 
fort and  serve  as  a  single  "window"  for 
DHEW  to  assist  applicants  for  Federal  sup- 
port of  family  planning. 

4.  Each  relevant  DHEW  agency — Public 
Health  Service,  Children's  Bureau,  Medical 
Services  Administration,  Assistance  Pay- 
ments Administration,  and  Office  of  Educa- 
tion— should  have  an  adequate  cadre  of  full- 
time  operating" "specialists  in  the  Regional 
Offices,  as  well  as  in  Washington,  to  stimu- 
late, and  provide  technical  assistance  to  state 
and  local  officials,  voluntary  agencies,  hospi- 


tals, medical  groups  and  other  agencies  or 
associations  engaged  in  family  planning  and 
related  programs. 

5.  To  advise  the  Secretary  on  policy,  long- 
range  planning  and  related  issues  in  the  field 
of  population  and  family  planning  the  Sec- 
retary should  appoint  an  Advisory  Committee 
on  Family  Planning  and  Population,  in- 
cluding experts  in  the  relevant  specialized 
fields  as  well  as  members  of  the  public.  In 
addition  a  Regional  Family  Planning  Ad- 
visory Committee  of  relevant  professionals 
and  prominent  citizens  should  be  appointed 
for  each  DHEW  region.  Some  members  of 
each  Regional  Committee  should  serve  on  the 
Secretary's  Advisory  Committee. 

6.  Immediate  steps  should  be  taken  to  offer 
short-term  courses  and  long-term  training  at 
population  study  centers,  and  other  appro- 
priate facilities,  to  top  DHEW  officials  in 
Washington  and  Regional  Offices  and  profes- 
sionals assigned  to  family  planning  staff 
positions.  Assuming  that  sharply  increased 
funds  for  family  planning  services  will  be- 
come available  in  July,  1968,  there  is  no  time 
to  lose  in  orienting  top  administrative  staff 
and  in  training  an  adequate  staff. 

7.  Federal  funds  should  be  used  to  provide 
adequate  incentives  to  the  States  for  ap- 
pointment of  appropriate  specialists  in 
health,  education,  and  welfare  departments. 

8.  The  Department  should  require  adequate 
family  planning  components  in  every  state 
comprehensive  health  plan  under  PL  89-749; 
every  state  Maternal  and  Child  Health  plan 
and  Maternal  and  Infant  Care  project  under 
Title  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act;  every  plan 
for  Medical  Assistance  under  Title  XIX  of 
the  Social  Security  Act;  and  every  Public 
Assistance  plan  under  Title  IV  of  the  Social 
Security  Act.  Wherever  possible,  relevant  edu- 
cational aspects  should  be  included  in  state 
and  local  programs  submitted  for  OE  fund- 
ing. The  Department  policy  of  freedom  of 
choice  and  absolutely  no  coercion  must  be 
adhered  to  scrupulously. 

9.  DHEW  should  immediately  commission 
a  feasibility  study  looking  toward  establish- 
ment of  an  adequate  data  processing  system 
for  family  planning  services.  At  present  the 
Department  has  little  reliable  information  on 
which  to  base  a  strategy  for  expansion  of 
services;  nor  does  it  have  any  firm  idea  as  to 
the  cost  or  effectiveness  of  such  service. 

10.  There  must  be  a  manifold  expansion  of 
funds  for  family  planning  if  DHEW  is  to 
make  a  real  impact  on  unmet  needs.  It  is  esti- 
mated that  some  $100  million  a  year  ($20  a 
year  for  5  million  women)  is  necessary  to 
provide  family  planning  service  to  women  in 
the  poor  and  near  poor  categories.  This  goal 
should  be  achieved  in  five  years.  While  it  is 
encouraging  that  OEO  may  be  authorized  to 
spend  as  much  as  $20  million  for  family  plan- 
ning in  1963,  basic  responsibility  for  coordi- 
nation, development,  and  long-term  support 
of  family  planning  service  remains  with 
DHEW. 

The  additonal  $15  million  expected  to  be- 
come available  for  family  planning  in  FY 
1969  under  H.R.  12080  must  be  appropriated 
in  full  and  jealously  reserved  for  financing 
expansion  of  family  planning  medical  serv- 
ices, since  the  principal  obstacle  to  expansion 
of  the  field  has  been  the  lack  of  funds  for 
these  services.  Tn  the  next  several  months, 
DHEW  should  develop  for  submission  to  Con- 
gress in  1968  a  request  for  substantial  addi- 
tional authorizations  and  appropriations  in 
subsequent  years  to  permit  expansion  of 
services  to  meet  the  indicated  need  and  to 
make  possible  efficient  forward  planning  by 
Federal,  state,  and  local  agencies. 

11.  In  addition  to  the  funds  needed  to 
deliver  services  the  Secretary  should  reserve 
in  FY  1968  at  least  $10  million  a  year  from 
such  sources  as  PL  89-749  project  funds  and 
SRS  research  and  demonstration  funds  to 
constitute  a  Family  Planning  Research  and 
Demonstration  Fund.  A  number  of  excellent 
projects  that  can  show  the  way  for  improve- 


ment of  family  planning  services  have  been 
developed  but  remain  unfunded. 

12.  The  Office  of  Education  should  make  a 
positive  effort  to  stimulate  use  of  funds  avail- 
able under  the  several  Education  Acts  for 
family  life  and  sex  education  programs  in 
the  schools  and  in  adult  education  for  spe- 
cial schooling  for  pregnant  teenagers,  and 
for  other  relevant  activities.  At  least  $5  mil- 
lion in  OE  funds  should  be  specifically  re- 
served for  these  programs. 

13.  The  Department  should  take  respon- 
sibility for  developing  and  supporting  the 
inclusion  of  family  planning  curricula 
in  professional  schools  for  physicians, 
nurses,  health  workers,  social  workers  and 
teachers.  Family  planning  and  related  activ- 
ities should  become  an  integral  part  of  the 
training  and  practice  of  the  serving  pro- 
fessions as  rapidly  as  possible. 

14.  To  assist  in  development  of  radically 
improved  contraceptive  techniques  an  en- 
larged, high  level  scientific  staff  in  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health  must  positively 
encourage  expansion  of  work  in  reproductive 
biology;  applied  work  in  contraceptive  de- 
velopment should  be  supported  through  con- 
tracts and  grants,  and  NIH's  own  intramural 
program  should  be  rapidly  expanded. 

Laboratory  space  for  work  in  this  field 
should  be  provided  by  designating  reproduc- 
tive biology  as  a  "program  of  national  im- 
portance" in  order  to  offer  75  per  cent  match- 
ing provisions  in  NIH  construction  grants. 

It  has  been  estimated  that  an  optimum 
world-wide  research  program  in  reproductive 
biology  would  require  the  expenditure  of  $150 
million  a  year  by  all  supporting  agencies 
(Government,  foundations,  and  pharmaceu- 
tical firms).  This  is  a  five-fold  increase  over 
present  expenditures  in  the  area.  The  con- 
tribution by  NIH  to  this  field  should  increase 
in  accommodation  to  this  requirement. 

15.  DHEW  should  continue  and  expand 
support  of  social  research  and  training  in 
population  problems  at  university  popula- 
tion study  centers  and  other  appropriate  fa- 
cilities, including  studies  of  the  causes  and 
consequences  of  population  growth,  illegiti- 
macy, illegal  abortion,  family  stability  and 
breakdown,  and  related  problems. 

16.  The  international  aspects  of  family 
planning  programs  are  of  profound  impor- 
tance, and  every  effort  must  be  made  to  sup- 
port both  service  and  research  programs 
abroad.  This  applies  particularly  to  the  use 
of  PL  480  funds  which  clearly  have  not  been 
adequately  utilized  for  these  purposes. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  stress 
that,  on  page  3  of  those  recommenda- 
tions, Mr.  Harkavy's  report  says: 

DHEW  should  set  its  principal  goal  as  doing 
what  is  necessary  to  close  the  gap  between 
approximately  5  million  women  needing  pub- 
licly assisted  family  planning  medical  serv- 
ices and  about  700,000  now  receiving  such 
aid.  It  should  be  the  Department's  policy 
that  no  program  of  comprehensive  health 
services,  or  program  that  merely  provides  or 
pays  for  medical  care,  can  be  considered 
complete  without  including  arrangement  for 
voluntary  family  planning.  DHEW  must  act 
positively  and  rapidly  to  achieve  this  goal 
and  to  guide  state  and  local  agencies  to 
effective  action.  Within  the  next  six  months 
it  should  complete  work  on  a  national  plan 
which  locates  the  population  to  be  served 
and  identifies  the  variety  of  agencies  to  pro- 
vide the  services. 

The  recommendations  go  on  to  say 
that  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare,  presently  cannot  point 
to  as  many  as  10  professionals  on  its  en- 
tire staff  who  devote  themselves  to  full- 
time  family  planning. 

I  continue  to  read  from  the  recom- 
mendations : 
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DHEW  staffing  for  family  planning  now 
represents  an  unfortunate  example  of  "what 
is  everybody's  business  is  nobody's  business." 
The  Secretary  should  reprogram  funds  and 
reassign  personnel  to  begin  this  staffing 
effort  immediately. 

Mr.  President,  it  was  because  of  the 
problem  revealed  in  the  Harkavy  report 
and  because  of  the  failure  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
to  realize  the  gravity  of  the  population 
explosion  in  our  country  that  I  offered 
the  amendments  to  specifically  earmark 
funds  in  the  social  security  bill  for  family 
planning  services. 

I  was  reluctant  to  depend  on  the  De- 
partment of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare, because  they  have  not  done  the  job 
to  date.  That  is  why  it  is  so  tragic  that 
the  House  conferees  saw  fit  to  eliminate 
the  major  portion  of  the  funds  ear- 
marked in  the  Senate  bill. 

I  read  from  page  6  of  the  Harkavy 
report : 

There  must  be  a  manifold  expansion  of 
funds  for  family  planning  if  DHEW  is  to 
make  a  real  impact  on  unmet  needs.  It  is  esti- 
mated that  some  $100  million  a  year  ($20  a 
year  for  5  million  women)  is  necessary  to 
provide  family  planning  service  to  women  in 
the  poor  and  near  poor  categories.  This  goal 
should  be  achieved  in  5  years. 

Mr.  President,  this  report  establishes 
without  any  doubt  the  need  for  the 
amendments  which  the  Senate  adopted. 

For  every  dollar  we  spend  in  the  field 
of  family  planning  to  provide  assistance 
to  these  poor  mothers  who  want  volun- 
tarily to  plan  their  family,  we  will  save 
literally  ten,  twenty,  thirty  and  even 
hundreds  of  dollars  in  the  ultimate  cost 
to  society  of  caring  for  unwanted  chil- 
dren. The  problem  of  the  unwanted  child 
in  American  society  is  integrally  linked, 
in  my  judgment,  with  the  major  prob- 
lems of  our  great  cities,  with  the  problem 
of  poverty  and,  indeed,  with  the  problem 
of  crime  and  disorder. 

Until  this  Nation  and  our  leaders — I 
refer  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States  on  down — start  doing  something 
to  protect  the  unwanted  child,  our  prob- 
lems will  multiply  on  the  domestic  scene. 
When  I  say  "protect  the  unwanted  child," 
I  am  talking  about  our  moral  obligation 
to  do  our  best  to  see  that  when  a  child  is 
born  in  our  society,  he  is  born  into  a 
family  that  wants  him,  is  willing  to  take 
care  of  him  and  to  give  him  the  love, 
and  the  guidance  that  he  needs. 

When  an  unwanted  child  is  born  into 
the  depths  of  poverty  in  ghettos  of  our 
great  cities,  not  knowing  who  one  or 
sometimes  both  of  his  parents  are,  with- 
out any  type  of  parental  supervision, 
without  any  family  institutions,  without 
any  religious  sheltering,  how  can  that 
child  help  but  grow  up  as  a  ward  of  the 
community  and,  in  many  instances,  as  a 
dangerous  citizen,  frustrated  and  bent  on 
a  life  of  crime  and  delinquency? 

We  made  great  strides  with  the  Senate 
bill,  and  I  believe  it  is  a  tragedy  that- the 
conference  committee  saw  fit  to  remove 
the  real  funding  of  this  program. 

Publication  of  the  Harkavy  report — 
to  which  I  have  referred — and  the  ap- 
proval of  my  family  planning  amend- 
ments by  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
came  at  virtually  the  same  time.  In  effect. 


an  executive  agency  acknowledgement 
of  the  problem,  and  the  potential  solu- 
tion to  that  problem  coincided.  I  have 
been  informed  that  officials  of  HEW  sup- 
ported approval  of  my  amendments  both 
in  the  Finance  Committee  and  in  the 
conference.  I  am  grateful  for  that  sup- 
port. I  know  that  they  are  new  eager  to 
make  up  for  lost  time  in  implementing 
the  recommendations  of  the  Harkavy  re- 
port, and  in  establishing  a  far-reaching 
family  planning  program  which  will  meet 
this  Nation's  needs.  It  is  therefore  partic- 
ularily  unfortunate  that  Congress  has 
failed  to  give  the  Department  all  of  the 
funds  which  it  needs  to  accomplish  its 
proclaimed  purposes. 

I  am  encouraged  by  the  remarks  of  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  and  other 
leaders  who  are  beginning  to  put  their 
shoulders  to  the  wheel  

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  I  know  full  well  how 
effective  the  Senator  can  be  in  other 
fields. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia  is  not  just  be- 
ginning to  put  his  shoulder  to  this  wheel. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  The  action  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  Appropriations  Sub- 
committee, of  which  the  Senator  is  chair- 
man, is  a  real  step  forward. 

But  I  am  referring  now  to  the  fight 
which  will  take  place  in  Congress  next 
year  and  the  year  after,  to  take  a  step 
or  two  in  the  right  direction  for  the  Na- 
tion, as  we  have  taken  for  the  District 
of  Columbia. 

The  time  is  running  out,  Mr.  President. 
The  problem  of  the  unwanted  child 
should  be  the  concern  of  every  legislator 
and  every  leader  in  the  Nation.  Babies 
are  born.  Once  they  are  here,  we  cannot 
abandon  them.  We  cannot  turn  our  back 
on  them.  We  cannot  punish  them  for  the 
sins  of  their  mothers  or  their  fathers.  We 
must  protect  them.  But  we  must  also  in- 
sure, to  the  extent  possible,  that  the 
women  of  our  country,  rich  or  poor,  have 
the  same  opportunity  to  plan  a  family, 
the  same  opportunity  not  to  bring  an  un- 
wanted child  into  the  world. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

(At  this  point,  Mr.  McIntyre  assumed 
the  chair.) 

Exhibit  1 

Baltimore,  Mo., 
December  12, 1967. 

Hon.  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

I  urge  you  to  work  for  Senate  and  House 
disapproval  of  that  provision  In  the  pending 
Social  Security  biU  which  would  freeze  Fed- 
eral contributions  to  the  AFDC  welfare  pro- 
gram. This  provision,  at  the  present  rate  of 
increase  of  our  AFDC  rolls,  would  cost  the 
State  of  Maryland  and  the  city  of  Baltimore, 
approximately  $4  million  during  the  first 
year  alone.  This  would  work  a  great  hard- 
ship and  impose  an  unjust  financial  burden 
which  we  cannot  afford  to  bear. 

Thomas  K.  D'Alesandro  HI, 

Mayor. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  8, 1967. 
Senator  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Tremendous  hardships  would  be  pressed 
upon  Maryland  should  the  proposed  AFDC 


caseload  freeze  stand.  I  urge  your  opposition 
to  it  and  its  ultimate  deletion. 

Spifo  T.  Agnew, 
Governor  of  Maryland. 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  12,  1967. 
Senator  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.- 

Public  assistance  and  welfare  provisions  of 
1967  Social  Security  amendments  approved 
by  conference  committee  represent  major  re- 
treat from  gains  won  over  many  years. 
Freezing  of  rolls  on  aid  to  dependent  chil- 
dren and  compulsory  work  programs  are 
punitive  and  regressive  in  effect  and  would 
work  hardship  not  only  on  the  poor  but  on 
State  and  municipal  welfare  resources.  We 
urge  your  firm  support  of  Senate  version  of 
bill. 

Arthur  S.  Flemming, 
President,  National  Council  of  Churches. 

New  York,  N.Y., 
December  12, 1967. 

Hon.  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.: 

We  urge  the  Senate  to  reject  the  report 
of  the  conference  committee  on  the  1967 
Social  Security  Amendments.  The  medie- 
valism of  the  public  welfare  provisions  far 
outweighs  any  gains  to  be  realized  from  in- 
creases in  OASDI  benefits.  We  have  a  deep 
concern  for  the  plight  of  the  elderly  but 
the  additional  hardships  to  be  imposed  by 
the  bill  on  already  deprived  children  and 
families  render  this  bill  an  unsound  public 
program.  The  conferees  should  be  instructed 
to  approximate  the  bill  passed  by  the  Senate, 
and  to  reject  the  inhumane  and  regressive 
House  bill.  Our  committees  on  aging,  on 
family  and  child  welfare  and  on  health  join 
us  in  urging  you  to  return  the  proposed  bill 
to  the  conference  committee. 

John  H.  Mathis, 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Affairs, 
Community  Service  Society  of  New 
York. 

New  York,  N.Y., 
December  12, 1967. 

Hon.  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  board  of  social  ministry,  Lutheran 
Church  in  America,  is  opposed  to  the  regres- 
sive public  welfare  measures  embodied  in 
the  conference  report  on  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967.  We  support  you  in  your 
efforts  to  keep  the  substance  of  the  Senate 
bill. 

Cedric  W.  Ttlberg, 
Secretary  for  Program  and  Leadership. 

Baltimore,  Md. 

Hon.  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  directors  of  Levindale  were  concerned 
and  distrubed  with  H.R.  12080.  Its  passage 
wiU  create  havoc  and  injustice  In  our  State's 
welfare  program.  The  board  voted  un- 
animously to  urge  you  to  use  your  good 
offices  to  defeat  H.R.  12080. 

Manny  M.  Malman, 

President. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  12, 1967. 

Senator  Joseph  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

In  light  of  the  recent  Senate-House  acticn 
on  biU  1280,  we  strongly  urge  that  you  lend 
your  support  in  rejecting  the  provisions  of 
this  bill  that  will  limit  the  welfare  services 
to  families,  particularly  children,  through 
the  freeze  on  the  number  of  recipients  com- 
pulsory participation  in  training  programs 
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which  would  negate  the  individualization  of 
the  families'  need  and  the  elimination  of 
Federal  support  to  unemployed  fathers. 

Dr.  HYMAN  S.  RtTBENSTEIN, 

President,  Maryland  Chapter,  American 

Jewish.  Congress. 

Mrs.  Nae  R.  Gellman, 
President,  Maryland  Women's  Division, 

American  Jewish  Congress. 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  11, 1967. 
Senator  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  National  Association  of  Social  Workers 
is  deeply  concerned  about  restrictive  wel- 
fare provisions  in  conference  report  on  H.R. 
12080,  the  Social"  Security  Amendments  of 
1967.  Compulsory  work  requirements  on 
mothers  with  small  children  and  the  AFDC 
freeze  must  be  eliminated.  Respectfully  re- 
quest that  you  not  approve  conference  report 
but  refer  it  back  with  request  that  new  con- 
ferees be  appointed. 

Charles  I.  Schottland, 
President,  National  Association  of  Social 
Workers. 

Baltimore,  Mb., 
December  12, 1967. 

Senator  Joseph  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  700  members  of  the  Maryland  chapter. 
National  Association  of  Social  Workers, 
urgently  request  your  vote  against  the  social 
security  bill  as  reported  out  by  Senate-House 
conference  committee.  The  limitation  on 
Federal  participation  in  the  AFDC  program 
places  financial  burdens  upon  our  State  and 
city  which  they  are  in  no  position  to  meet. 
About  3,000  children  in  our  State  alone  will 
be  faced  without  adequate  means  of  sub- 
sistence. 

Ernest  M.  Kahn, 
Chairman,  Public  Welfare  Committee. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  12,  1967. 
Senator  Joseph  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

We  the  undersigned,  members  of  the  stu- 
dent body  of  the  University  of  Maryland 
School  of  Social  Work,  its  faculty,  and 
friends,  urge  you  to  vote  against  the  Social 
Security  Amendment  of  1967  reported  out  by 
the  House-Senate  conference  committee. 
We  particularly  abhor  the  freeze  on  AFDC 
payments,  a  provision  which  will  either  put 
undue  financial  hardship  on  State  and  local 
Jurisdictions  or  cause  thousands  of  children 
to  be  without  means  of  subsistence. 

Marguerite  Pope,  Stephen  P.  Gordon, 
Michael  Cencl,  Frederick  C.  Rohlftng 
III,  John  E.  Hickey,  Max  Siporin, 
Pauline  M.  Stott,  Leona  Irsch,  Ralph 
M.  Schley,  W.  Glenn  Guamnitz,  Rob- 
ert I.  Smith,  Evelyn  S.  Kostick,  Calvin 
R.  Griner,  C.  C.  Vincent  J.  Perticone, 
Arthur  C.  Redding  Jr. 
Sheila  Thaler,  Renee  Greefeld,  Shar- 
onn  Gittelsohn,  Shirley  Patt,  Carol  J. 
Wechsler,  Rea  L.  Ginsberg,  Sherman 
W.  Buchanan,  Evelyn  Swartz,  Suzanne 
Glaser,  Willa  Bywaters,  Alexander  B. 
Gates. 

Vivian  F.  Ripple,  Francine  Schaeffer, 
John  Barrett,  Dorothy  Hawkins,  Joy  M. 
Douglas,  Flozella  R.  Clark,  Kathy  Ber- 
kowitz,  Sylvia  Whitney,  Donna  R. 
Shadle,  Anne  Kniffin,  Abraham  Mak- 
osfsky,  James  Glnsburg,  Sharon  S. 
Lawson,  Jean  M.  Dockhorn,  Emma  V. 
Ramirez,  Paula  R.  Buskirk,  Margaret 
Davis. 

Tom  Moses,  Deetta  S.  Taylor,  George 
Taliafero,  Sharon  A.  Penland,  Janet 
Santen,  Dianne  Mahan. 


Gracie  E.  Goode,  Alan  C.  Korz,  Leonard 
Prass,  Hilda  K.  Gottlieb,  Linda  Milli- 
son,  Martin  Mlllison,  Thomas  C. 
Voskuhl,  Sister  Mary  John  Lowry, 
R.S.M.,  Allen  J.  Levin,  Henry  Hunt, 
Sedonia  E.  Berockhell,  Martha  James, 
Kathleen  Fotmeier. 

Mary  Elizabeth  Porth,  Lora  Price,  Donald 
Blumberg,  Orlie  Reid,  Edward  C.  Green, 
Beryl  Bunker,  Martha  McLaney,  Kath- 
leen Manning,  Carl  Thistel,  Celeste 
Peltz,  Sylvia  Cohen,  Ruth  W.  Mednick, 
Dan  Thursz,  Ernest  Kahn,  Camille 
Wheeler,  Patrica  Haddad,  Brian  Opert, 
Henry  W.  Keller,  Jr.,  Dorothy  Boyle, 
Sylvia  Gollub,  James  Workman,  Betty 
Himeles. 

Pearl  Moulton,  B.  Maxine  Tyree,  Barbara 
Gaver,  Gerald  Pavloff,  Robert  Barto- 
lini,  Gary  Balzer,  Jane  Foley,  James 
Slingluff,  Perry  Waddles,  Harriet  S. 
Frenkil,  Stanley  E.  Weinsteln,  Linda 
Melpolder,  Thomas  Salisbury,  Adnette 
Marrogo,  Elbert  Hoy,  Gertrude  Gins- 
burg,  Richard  Smith,  Carl  Munson. 

Ross  Ford,  Linda  Siegel,  Harris  Chaiklin, 
Peggy  Hayes,  Virginia  B.  Laughlin, 
Lewis  Hamburger,  Feme  Kolodner, 
Dorothy  Rodbell,  Hyman  Bookbinder, 
Brendan  F.  Murphy,  Lillian  R.  Wie- 
ner. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  12,  1967. 
Senator  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C.: 

Strongly  urge  rejection  of  conference  re- 
port of  social  security  measures  "Which  is  a 
travesty  of  satisfactory  bill.  Am  amazed  that 
Senate  conferees  should  have  yielded  to  such 
a  retrogressive  measure  which  not  only  fails 
to  correct  existing  deficiencies  but  is  replete 
with  new  ones.  Urge  its  return  to  conference 
for  constructive  revisions. 

Sidney  Hollander. 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  12,  1967. 
Senator  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Farmers  Union  board  calls  upon  the  Sen- 
ate to  reject  the  social  security  conference 
report. 

Farmers  Union  feels  that  the  conference 
report  might  push  welfare  concepts  back- 
ward 20  years.  Farmers  Union  continues  to 
support  the  plan  to  give  work  and  training 
opportunities  for  low-income  people  instead 
of  welfare  as  contained  in  the  Senate  version 
which  was  rejected  by  the  conferees. 

Farmers  Union  is  deeply  disappointed  that 
the  social  security  conference  report  failed 
to  give  significant  increases  in  social  security 
payments  above  a  cost  of  living  increase. 
There  is  little  question  that  the  bill  will 
leave  many  millions  on  social  security  with 
total  incomes  below  the  poverty  level,  and 
future  generations  without  adequate  retire- 
ment incomes. 

Farmers  Union  regrets  that  the  drug  lobby 
was  successful  in  eliminating  the  generic 
drug  provision  from  the  bill,  which  would 
save  an  estimate  of  $100  million  in  taxes 
each  year. 

Farmers  Union  urges  that  the  social  secu- 
rity bill  be  reworked  by  the  Congress  early 
next  year. 

Tony  T.  Dechant, 
President,  National  Farmers  Union. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  12,  1967. 
Senator  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Action  of  conference  committee  which 
considered  H.R.  12080  is  unconscionable. 
H.R.  12080  in  Its  present  form  Is  unreason- 


ably restrictive,  punitive,  and  arbitrary,  and 
negates  many  of  the  positive  aspects  of  the 
Senate  version  of  the  bill.  The  health  and 
welfare  committee  of  Baltimore  City's  May- 
or's Task  Force  for  Equal  Rights  urges  defeat 
of  this  bill. 

Dr.  Claude  D.  Hill, 

Chairman. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  12,  1967. 

Senator  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Don't  penalize  poor  people.  Defeat  H.R. 
12080.  Please  consider  Senator  Kennedy's  po- 
sition on  this  matter. 

Richard  Bateman, 
Director  of  Housing  Court  Clinic. 

Baltimore,  Md. 

Senator  Joseph  Tydings, 
United  States  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Vote  to  kill  House  bill  version  12080  Re 
AFDC — Freeze  or  work  requirement. 

Mazie  F.  Rappaport, 
Director,  Dept.  of  Medical  Social  Work, 
Baltimore  City  Hospitals. 

Baltimore,  Md. 

Senator  Joseph  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

We  strongly  urge  you  to  follow  the  leader- 
ship of  Senator  Robert  F.  Kennedy  in  his 
actions  for  Senate  rejection  of  the  conference 
committee  report  on  social  security  amend- 
ments as  the  arm  of  the  archdiocese  of  Bal- 
timore regarding  urban  affairs.  We  would 
sooner  have  no  amendments  to  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  this  year  than  to  have  a  bill  as 
presented  by  the  conference  committee. 

Rev.  Henry  J.  Offer, 
Director,  Archdiocesan  Urban  Commis- 
sion, 

Charles  G.  Ttlden, 

Chairman. 

December  11,  1967. 
Hon.  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  executive  committee  of  the  Leadership 
Conference  on  Civil  Rights  urges  you  to  vote 
against  the  conference  report  on  the  social 
security  bill.  What  started  out  as  a  social  se- 
curity measure  has  become  an  instrument  of 
social  insecurity.  It  generates  pressure  to 
break  up  families.  Under  this  bill  fathers 
would  abandon  their  families  and  mothers 
would  be  forced  to  leave  their  children  and 
go  to  work.  The  war  on  poverty  is  becoming 
a  war  on  the  victims  of  poverty.  Cities  now 
wracked  by  terrible  crises  would  be  faced 
with  the  intolerable  choice  of  leaving  poor 
people  destitute  or  trying  to  provide  for  them 
out  of  funds  they  do  not  have.  This  is  a 
shocking  and  regressive  bill.  We  urge  you 
to  send  it  back  to  conference  and  instruct 
the  conferees  to  insist  on  the  Senate  provi- 
sions. 

Roy  Wilkins, 
Chairman,  Executive  Committee  Leader- 
ship Conference  on  Civil  Rights. 

New  York,  N.Y., 
December  11, 1967. 
Senator  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Please  reject  conference  report  on  H.R. 
12080.  Title  II  irremediably  endangers  and 
deprives  millions  of  children. 

Joseph  H.  Reid, 
Executive     Director,     Child  Welfare 
League  of  America. 
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Baltimore,  Md., 
December  11, 1967. 
Senator  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  your  good  office  to  defeat  compro- 
mise H.R.  12080  from  joint  committee.  .We 
feel  this  legislation  would  be  most  damaging 
and  that  its  defeat  is  urgent  in  turns  of  so- 
cial welfare  practice. 

Robert  I.  Hiller. 
Executive  Director,  Associated  Jewish 
Charities,  Baltimore. 

Washington,  D.C. 
Senator  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
New  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

AVC  urges  rejection  conference  report  re- 
strictions on  welfare  payments  for  depend- 
ent children  and  parents. 

Dr.  Eugene  Btrd, 
National  Chairman,  Veterans  Committee. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  11, 1967. 
Senator  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C: 

In  name  of  Christian  conscience  we  urge 
your  support  of  Senator  Robert  Kennedy  in 
his  attempt  to  kill  social  security  compromise 
bill  based  on  H.R.  12080. 

Rt.  Rev.  Harry  Lee  Doll, 

Bishop  of  Maryland. 

New  York,  N.Y., 
December  11,  1967. 
Senator  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C: 

In  view  coercive  discriminatory  provisions 
H.R.  12080  with  respect  public  assistance 
(AFDC)  as  reported  conference  committee, 
urge  vote  against  bill  or  return  conference 
with  instruction  retain  Senate  provisions. 
Rev.  Reinhart  B.  Gutmann, 
Executive  Secretary,  Division  of  Commu- 
nity Services,  Executive  Council,  Epis- 
copal Church. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  11,  1967. 
Senator  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

Strongly  urge  vote  against  conference  re- 
port on  H.R.  12080  and  support  of  Senate 
version. 

Ernest  H.  Smith, 
Family  and  Children's  Society. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  11,  1967. 
Senator  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

Understand  Senate  bill  208  would  leave 
children  ineligible  for  Social  Security  pro- 
tection force  mothers  with  small  children  to 
work  urge  vote  against  it. 

Jack  L.  Levin, 
Past  President  American  Jewish  Con- 
gress Maryland  Chapter. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  11,  1967. 
Senator  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

Urge  you  to  oppose  restrictive  welfare  pro- 
visions of  Social  Security  bill  freeze  on 
A-P-D-C  cases  could  mean  starvation  for  In- 
nocent children. 

Harold  C.  Edelston, 
Exec.   Director   Health    and  Welfare 
Council  Baltimore  Area. 


Washington,  D.C. 
December  11,  1967. 
Senator  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
Washington,  D.C: 

The  conference  report  on  the  Social  Se- 
curity bill  is  repugnant  to  human  needs  and 
dignity.  Social  Security  benefit  levels  are  to- 
tally inadequate,  and  the  work-training  re- 
quirements imposed  on,  mothers  by  the  con- 
ference report  are  unconscionable.  The  wel- 
fare benefit  freeze  will  impose  heavy  tax 
burdens  on  local  communities  and  adjust- 
ments in  old-age  assistance  and  welfare 
standards  may  deprive  the  poorest  of  our 
retired  citizens  of  any  income  increases  at 
all.  On  behalf  of  more  than  six  million  mem- 
bers of  the  industrial  union  department, 
AFL-CIO,  I  urge  you  to  vote  against  the 
Social  Security  conference  report  and  sub- 
sequently to  instruct  conferees  to  insist  on 
the  provisions  of  the  Senate  bill. 

L.  Walter  P.  Reuther, 
President   Industiral   Union  Depart- 
ment AFL-CIO. 


Baltimore,  Md., 
December  11, 1967. 

Hon.  Joseph  Tydings, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C: 

Urge  you  strongly  to  vote  against  confer- 
ence report  on  H.R.  12080.  If  this  measure 
passes  with  present  welfare  provisions  it 
will  cost  Maryland  about  $4  million  addi- 
tional per  year  and  will  cause  untold  misery 
among  the  poor.  It  discriminates  against 
the  children  of  unmarried  mothers  and  de- 
prives them  of  their  due  rights. 

Donald  C.  Lee, 
President,  Maryland  Conference  Social 
Welfare. 

Miami  Beach,  Fla., 

December  11, 1967. 

Sen.  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
Washington,  D.C: 

AFL-CIO  considers  conference  report  on 
social  security  absolutely  inadequate.  Most 
of  Senate  provisions  designed  to  improve 
House  bill  have  been  abandoned.  Benefits 
for  OASDI  recipients  would  barely  exceed  al- 
ready increased  costs  of  living.  Retreats  on 
welfare  provisions  enacted  by  Senate  are 
travesty  on  America's  image  as  compassion-, 
ate  and  humanitarian  nation.  We  urge  every 
Senator  to  vote  against  this  deplorable  at- 
tack on  poor  and  underprivileged  and  request 
another  conference  to  secure  passage  of  an 
adequate  social  security  bill. 

George  Meany, 
President,  AFL-CIO. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  12, 1967. 

Senator  Joseph  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

We  believe  H.R.  12080  should  be  defeated. 
Urge  your  leadership  in  this  action  since 
passage  would  create  untold  problems  in  our 
State. 

Calm  an  J.  Zamoiski, 

President,  Jewish  Welfare  Fund. 

Washington,  D.C, 

December  12, 1967. 

Hon.  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
U.s:  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C: 

We  are  extremely  dismayed  over  the  con- 
ference committee  report  on  social  security 
amendments.  The  basic  approach  to  the  pub- 
lic welfare  embodied  in  the  report  is  not  In 
keeping  with  human  dignity.  We  urge  cor- 
rection of  the  coercive  features  of  the  re- 
port, the  elimination  of  the  freeze  on  num- 
ber of  AFDC  recipients  and  the  limit  on 


amount  of  medicaid  payments.  Urge  you  to 
oppose  conference  report  and  to  seek  the 
return  of  the  bill  to  conference  committee 
for  results  more  in  keeping  with  the  Senate 
bill. 

Very  Rev.  Msgr.  Lawrence  J.  Corcoran, 

Secretary,  National  Conference  of  Catho- 
lic Charities. 

National  Presbyterian  Health  & 
Welfare  Association  op  the 
United  Presbyterian  Church  in 
the  U.S.A., 

New  York,  N.Y.,  December  6, 1967. 
Senator  Joseph  D.  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C 

Dear  Senator  Tydings:  On  behalf  of  the 
National  Presbyterian  Health  and  Welfare 
Association,  may  I  take  this  opportunity  to 
thank  you  for  your  action  in  the  Senate  on 
November  21st.  Your  vote  supporting 
Amendment  #425  of  Bill  HR  12080  was 
greatly  appreciated  by  members  of  our 
Association. 

The  Association,  representing  over  400 
service  units  in  the  fields  of  child  care,  health 
services,  services  for  the  aging,  neighborhood 
centers,  and  institutional  chaplains,  was  dis- 
tressed with  some  of  the  cpercive  features 
of  HR  12080. 

It  is  hoped  that  the  House-Senate  Con- 
ference Committee,  following  their  discus- 
sions, will  present  a  bill  which  is  supportive 
of  a  progressive  welfare  policy  to  meet  the 
many  challenges  which  face  us  in  the  area 
of  health  and  welfare  today. 
Yours  very  truly, 

Arthur  M.  Stevenson,  Jr., 

President. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  13,  1967. 

Hon.  Joseph  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

Urge  you  to  postpone  action  until  Jan- 
uary 17th  on  the  major  social  security  bill 
but  to  pass  now  its  $3,600,000,000  section  on 
increased  benefits  for  the  elderly. 

Howard  H.  Murphy, 
Maryland  State  Department  of  Public 
Welfare. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  9,  1967. 

Senator  Tydings, 
The  Federal  Building, 
Baltimore: 

Please  vote  to  kill  HR  12080  House  version. 

Charles  Lansbury. 

Hyattsvtlle,  Md., 

December  8, 1967. 

Hon.  Joseph  Tydings, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C: 

Shocked,  horrified  re  H.R.  12080  conferees 
punitive  results.  Please  help  defeat  or  send 
bill  back  to  conference.  Welfare  recipients 
did  not  continue  wonderful  successful  WTOC 
program. 

Elizabeth  Riley, 

Social  Worker. 
Baltimore,  Md. 

Senator  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

Some  mothers  can  do  a  better  Job  by  taking 
care  of  their  children.  Don't  allow  H.R.  12080 
to  take  our  children  away  from  us. 

Margaret  Johnson. 

Baltimore,  Md. 
December  12, 1967. 

Hon.  Joseph  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

The  latest  un-American  Supreme  Court 
ruling  is  the  last  straw.  Are  you  going  to 
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stand  by  and  let  Earle  Warren  hand  our  coun- 
try over  to  the  Communist? 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Frank  Edie  Curran,  Jr. 

Baltimore,  Md, 
December  12, 1967. 

Senator  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Strongly  oppose  limitation  on  AFDC  fam- 
ilies and  compulsory  work  requirements. 
Maintain  your  support  of  the  poor  by  de- 
feating H.B.  12080. 

Lalit  Gadhia. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  12, 1967. 
Senator  Joseph  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

We  urge  you  to  vote  against  passage  of  the 
new  social  security  bill  in  Its  present  form. 
The  welfare  provisions  are  punitive  rather 
than  progressive. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Martin  Millson. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  11,  1967. 
Senator  Joseph  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  you  to  vote  against  bill  12080.  Pas- 
sage would  mean  additional  four  million 
dollar  expense  to  Maryland  In  1968  and  would 
bring  unfair  disadvantages  to  children  of 
AFDC  mothers. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lester  S.  Levy. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  11,  1967. 
Senator  Joseph  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Please  vote  against  H.R. 12080  because  of 
deletion  of  positive  Senate  amendments. 

Inge  Barron. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  11,  1967. 
Senator  Joseph  Tydings, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  your  vote  against  compromised  so- 
cial security  bill. 

Melton  Goldman. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  11,  1967. 
Senator  Joseph  Tydings," 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  your  vote  against  compromised  social 
security  bill. 

Mrs.  Jack  Pearlstone. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  11,  1967. 
Senator  Joseph  Tydings, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  your  vote  against  compromised  social 
security  bill. 

Charles  M.  Cahn,  Jr. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  12,  1967. 

Senator  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Show  that  you  are  for  people,  vote  against 
the  welfare  section  of  H.R.  12080. 

Leslie  Kane. 

Baltimore,  Md., 
December  12,  1967. 

Senator  Tydings, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Don't  allow  Congress  to  be  punitive  by 
passing  H.R.  12080.  I  count  on  your  efforts  to 
defeat  the  welfare  section  of  this  bill. 

Dorothy  Mills. 


unfortunate  that  needed  social  security 
amendments  passed  rn  senate  were  elimi- 
nated in  conference  let  us  continue 

our  efforts 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President, 
the  conference  report  on  the  Social  Se- 
curity Amendments  of  1967  is  clearly  bad 
legislation.  The  regressive  legislative  pro- 
posals contained  therein,  if  enacted  into 
law,  represent  an  unfortunate  step  back- 
ward in  the  field  of  welfare  and  social 
legislation. 

The  conference  bill  increases  social 
security  benefits  by  only  13  percent, 
whereas  we  in  the  Senate  approved  a  15- 
percent  across-the-board  increase. 
Frankly,  a  20 -percent  increase  would 
have  been  more  in  line  with  the  needs  of 
elderly  Americans,  widows,  orphans  and 
disabled  citizens  in  this  inflationary 
period. 

The  conference  bill  sets  a  $55  mini- 
mum benefit,  although  we  in  the  Senate 
provided  for  $70  a  month.  Frankly,  a  $100 
per  month  minimum  benefit  would  be  a 
more  realistic  figure. 

For  more  than  26  years  social  security 
beneficiaries  have  been  fighting  a  losing 
battle  with  the  cost  of  living.  Although 
social  security  benefits  have  been  in- 
creased five  times  since  1940,  those  re- 
ceiving them  have  not  participated  in 
our  increased  standard  of  living.  The  13- 
percent  increase  and  the  $55  minimum 
are  clearly  inadequate. 

As  hard  as  this  bill  is  on  older  citizens, 
widows  and  orphans,  it  saves  its  cruel- 
est  blow  for  underprivileged  children. 
The  worst  feature  of  the  conference  bill 
is  that  it  will  curtail  Federal  aid  to  de- 
pendent children  payments  to  the  States. 
The  number  of  children  on  the  rolls  next 
January  1  would  be  determined  and  also 
the  total  number  of  children  in  the 
State.  Then  the  proportion  on  welfare 
would  be  frozen  thereafter.  The  mathe- 
matical formula  in  the  bill  would  arbi- 
trarily freeze  the  number  of  children  re- 
ceiving benefits  and  bar  from  benefits 
unknown  thousands  of  children  now 
surviving  on  public  welfare  as  well  as 
children  yet  unborn.  It  punishes  children 
in  the  harshest  manner  for  what  some 
in  our  society  consider  the  shortcomings 
of  their  parents.  This  is  a  throwback  to 
the  poor  laws  of  the  17th  and  18th  cen- 
turies. 

In  my  State  of  Ohio  alone  there  are 
more  than  190,000  women  and  children 
receiving  ADC  assistance.  Next  year 
there  will  be  an  additional  15,000  to  18,- 
000  added  to  those  rolls.  If  the  conference 
bill  becomes  law,  those  innocent  children 
in  Ohio  and  all  other  States  will  suffer, 
and  citizens  of  Ohio  and  other  States 
may  be  required  to  pay  increased  taxes 
to  provide  the  benefits  which  should 
rightfully  be  provided  by  the  Federal 
Government. 

Not  content  with  punishing  children 
of  poor  families,  the  conference  bill  also 
contains  heartless  provisions  for  indi- 
gent and  poverty  stricken  mothers.  It 
would  force  them,  regardless  of  how  des- 
perately they  are  needed  at  home,  to 
leave  their  infants  and  school  age  chil- 
dren, to  incur  the  expenses  of  their  day 
care  and  to  undertake  job  training.  It 
is  entirely  conceivable  this  would  be  for 
jobs  that  do  not  exist.  However,  if  a 
mother  stayed  with  her  children  she 
could  lose  all  assistance. 


Mr.  President,  it  has  been  my  under- 
standing since  the  first  social  security  law 
was  enacted  in  1935  that  we  as  a  nation 
had  adopted  the  philosophy  that  even  the 
poor  and  poverty  stricken  are  entitled  to 
some  dignity.  More  important,  that  chil- 
dren should  have  the  care  of  their  moth- 
ers while  they  grow  up,  if  that  is  at  all 
possible.  This  bill  makes  a  sham  of  that 
philosophy  which  we  had  adopted  when 
the  Social  Security  Act,  the  most  humane 
and  social  legislation  in  our  Nation's  his- 
tory, was  enacted  into  law  32  years  ago. 
It  was  one  of  many  imprints  that  Frank- 
lin D.  Roosevelt  left  upon  the  pages  of 
American  history  which  will  endure  for- 
ever. I  am  very  proud  that  during  my  first 
term  as  Congressman  at  Large  from  Ohio 
I  voted  for  and  spoke  in  favor  of  passage 
of  the  first  social  security  law,  and  for 
liberalizing  amendments  on  every  roll- 
call  in  which  I  participated  since  that 
time. 

Since  passage  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  of  1935,  Congress  has  made  changes 
in  the  act  in  keeping  with  fast — chang- 
ing times.  We  have  a  duty  to  further  ex- 
pand and  liberalize  this  program.  Rather 
than  fulfilling  this  duty,  the  conference 
report  is  a  retreat  to  that  time  when  a 
high-placed  governmental  official  said, 
"Relief  is  a  local  problem." 

Mr.  President,  this  proposed  legisla- 
tion, apart  from  failing  to  provide  ade- 
quate benefits  for  social  security  recip- 
ients, represents  a  failure  by  the  Federal 
Government  to  assume  its  responsibility 
for  taking  over  an  increased  share  of  the 
relief  burden  from  financially  hard- 
pressed  cities  and  States. 

The  majority  of  men  and  women  be- 
yond 65  years  old  have  inadequate  in- 
comes. Most  do  not  receive  private  pen- 
sions. The  majority  cannot  afford  proper 
medical  care.  Many  are  ill  housed  and, 
unfortunately,  too  many  lack  means  to 
obtain  proper  diet  and  are  undernour- 
ished. It  is  clear  that  social  security 
benefits  must  be  greatly  increased  and 
the  social  security  program  greatly  ex- 
panded if  we  are  to  meet  present  needs 
of  older  Americans. 

Our  social  security  system,  which  is 
actually  the  old-age,  survivors,  disabil- 
ity, and  health  insurance  program,  is  an 
actuarially  sound  insurance  system.  The 
present  surplus  in  the  social  .security 
and  disability  trust  funds  exceeds  $26 
billion.  Under  the  amendments  which 
we  in  the  Senate  passed,  this  program 
will  continue  to  be  actuarially  sound 
without  imposing  unduly  heavy  premi- 
um payments  on  Americans. 

Mr.  President,  I  could  go  on  at  length 
detailing  the  many  regressive  features 
of  the  conference  report.  The  limiting 
of*  earnings  to  $1,680  a  year  for  those 
social  security  recipients  who  wish  to 
continue  to  work  after  reaching  retire- 
ment age  is  utterly  unrealistic.  The  pro- 
visions regarding  medicaid  and  welfare 
for  unemployed  fathers,  to  name  some, 
are  entirely  inadequate  and  at  great 
variance  from  those  which  we  in  the 
Senate  adopted. 

Although  I  personally  dislike  to  accept 
the  conference  report  knowing  that  the 
conferees  for  the  other  body  had  per- 
petrated an  act  of  vandalism  on  the 
most  deep-needed  and  most  advanced 
liberalization  and  expansion  of  the  social 
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security  law  by  either  branch  of  Con- 
gress since  1949,  my  better  judgment 
tells  me  we  should  not  postpone  final 
action  until  the  coming  session  of  this 
Congress.  Better,  it  seems  to  me,  we 
should  try  to  live  with  this  and  then  early 
in  the  final  session  of  this  Congress  with- 
out delay  work  on  restoration  of  the 
amendments  we  in  the  Senate  had  hoped 
would  be  incorporated  in  the  Social  Se- 
curity Amendments  of  1967.  Then,  we 
could  debate  and  vote  on  these  amend- 
ments hoping  that  by  next  March  or 
April  we  might  succeed  in  accomplish- 
ing the  needed  improvements  in  the  so- 
cial security  law  which  were  aborted  by 
the  opponents  of  social  security  reform 
in  the  other  body. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  ad- 
justments in  the  social  security  program 
are  badly  needed  to  take  account  of 
changes  in  the  economy  and  to  provide 
more  realistic  benefits  to  the  retired,  the 
disabled  and  survivors  who  are  eligible 
under  the  program.  Improvements  of  the 
public  assistance  programs  and  of  the 
medicare  program  are  also  needed. 

The  bill  which  the  House  approved 
and  sent  to  us  had,  of  course,  many  good 
features,  but  it  also  had  serious  defects. 
It  did  not  provide  a  sufficient  increase  in 
benefits.  It  had  objectionable  features  in 
the  public  assistance  program,  princi- 
pally the  freeze  on  the  number  of  wel- 
fare recipients  who  would  be  eligible  and 
provisions  which  come  close  to  imposing 
forced  labor  on  mothers  of  dependent 
children  on  welfare. 

We  greatly  improved  the  House  bill 
In  the  Finance  Committee  and  other  con- 
structive amendments  were  added  on  the 
floor.  We  increased  the  benefits  to  the 
level  recommended  by  the  administra- 
tion— 15  percent  instead  of  12  V2  percent 
and  with  a  minimum  of  $70  monthly. 
We  took  off  the  freeze  on  welfare  re- 
cipients. It  was  my  view  that  we  ought 
to  remove  altogether  the  threat  that 
mothers  of  dependent  children  would  be 
denied  welfare  benefits  if  they  did  not 
take  training  or  work,  and  I  introduced 
an  amendment  to  provide  this.  In  the 
committee  we  did  spell  out  several  con- 
ditions that  would  constitute  "good 
cause"  for  not  being  forced  to  work,  in- 
cluding "a  mother  actually  caring  for 
a  preschool  child."  This  exemption  was 
enlarged  by  the  Kennedy  floor  amend- 
ment which  would  have  exempted  a 
mother  from  being  required  to  work  dur- 
ing hours  when  her  child  or  children 
under  16  are  not  in  school.  These  provi- 
sions were  eliminated  by  the  conference 
committee. 

It  may  well  be,  as  some  have  argued, 
that  State  welfare  agencies  will  use  good 
judgment,  or,  as  others  have  argued, 
that  there  will  not  be  enough  money  for 
training  so  that  in  fact  most  of  these 
mothers  with  dependent  children  will  not 
be  threatened  with  "Get  out  of  the  house 
and  start  to  work  or  you  will  be  cut  off 
from  benefits";  but  in  my  judgment  this 
is  one  of  the  worst  features  of  the  House 
bill.  We  ought  not  to  write  this  kind  of 
threat  into  Federal  law.  It  is  not  prac- 
tical. It  is  offensive  to  mothers  on  wel- 
fare who  already  have  many  difficult 
problems.  It  is  a  step  backward  in  Fed- 
eral policy  which  has  been  designed  to 
protect  the  family  and  to  enable  mothers 
to  provide  care  and  guidance  for  their 


children  at  an  age  when  they  most  need 
it.  It  is  objectionable  in  principle. 

I  regret  that  the  Senate  conferees  re- 
ceded on  this  and  on  other  constructive 
provisions  and  improvements  that  the 
Senate  had  written  in  the  bill,  and  that 
we  are  now  presented  with  an  up  or  down 
choice  of  a  conference  bill  that  retains 
many  objectionable  and  insufficient  pro- 
visions of  the  House  bill. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  print- 
ed in  the  Record  a  few  of  the  many  tele- 
grams I  have  received  opposing  the  con- 
ference bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  telegrams 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  trie  Record, 
as  follows: 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  13, 1967. 
Senator  Eugene  McCarthy, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Public  assistance  and  welfare  provisions  of 
1967  social  security  amendments  approved 
by  conference  committee  represent  major 
retreat  from  gains  won  over  many  years. 
Freezing  of  rolls  on  aid  to  dependent  children 
and  compulsory  work  programs  are  punitive 
and  regressive  in  effect  and  would  work  hard- 
ship not  only  on  the  poor  but  on  State  and 
municipal  welfare  resources.  We  urge  your 
firm  support  of  Senate  version  of  biU. 

Li.  ARTHUR  S.  FLEMMING, 

President,  National  Council  of  Churches. 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  12, 1967. 
Hon.  Eugene  J.  McCarthy, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

We  are  extremely  dismayed  over  the  con- 
ference committee  report  on  social  security 
amendments.  The  basic  approach  to  public 
welfare  embodied  in  the  report  Is  not  in  keep- 
ing with  human  dignity.  We  urge  correction 
of  the  coercive  features  of  the  report,  the 
elimination  of  the  freeze  on  number  of  AFDC 
recipients  and  the  limit  on  amount  of 
medicaid  payments.  Urge  you  to  oppose  con- 
ference report  and  to  seek  the  return  of  the 
bill  to  conference  committee  for  results 
more  in  keeping  with  the  Senate  bill. 
Very  Rev.  Msgr.  Lawrence  J.  Corcoran, 

Secretary,  National  Conference  of  Cath- 
olic Charities. 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  11, 1967. 
Hon.  Eugene  J.  McCarthy, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  executive  committee  of  the  Leadership 
Conference  on  Civil  Bights  urges  you  to  vote 
against  the  conference  report  on  the  social 
security  bin.  What  started  out  as  a  social 
security  measure  has  become  an  instrument 
of  social  insecurity.  It  generates  pressure 
to  break  up  families.  Under  this  bill  fathers 
would  abandon,  their  families  and  mothers 
would  be  forced  to  leave  their  children  and 
go  to  work.  The  war  on  poverty  is  becoming 
a  war  on  the  victims  of  poverty.  Cities  now 
wracked  by  terrible  crises  would  be  .faced 
with  the  intolerable  choice  of  leaving'  poor 
people  destitute  or  trying  to  provide  for  them 
out  of  funds  they  do  not  have.  This  is  a 
shocking  and  rergessive  bill.  We  urge  you  to 
send  it  back  to  conference  and  instruct  the 
conferees  to  insist  on  the  Senate  provisions. 

Roy  Wilkins, 
Chairman,  Executive  Committee,  Lead- 
ership Conference  on  Civil  Rights. 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  12,  1967. 
Senator  Eugene  McCarthy, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

We  beseech  you  to  filibuster  if  necessary 
to  defeat  the  welfare  amendments  to  the  so- 


cial security  bill.  The  mental  growth  of 
thousands  of  infants  and  children  will  be 
gravely  effected  by  the  absence  of  their 
mothers  in  compulsory  work  or  training.  Day 
care  for  children  under  age  3  is  highly  ex- 
perimental and  likely  to  be  extremely  dan- 
gerous if  applied  broadly.  We  feel  the  freeze 
on  ADC  payments  is  also  unspeakably  cruel. 
Your  courage  on  this  issue  now  will  be  justly 
rewarded  by  an  easy  conscience  later. 

Frederick  Solomon,  MX)., 
Medical  Committee  for  Human  Rights. 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  11,  1967. 
Senator  Eugene  J.  McCarthy, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  National  Association  of  Social  Workers 
is  deeply  concerned  about  restrictive  welfare 
provisions  in  conference  report  on  H.R. 
12080— the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1967.  Compulsory  work  requirements  on 
mothers  with  small  children  and  the  AFDC 
freeze  must  be  eliminated.  Respectfully  re- 
quest that  you  not  approve  conference  re- 
port but  refer  it  back  with  request  that  new 
conferees  be  appointed. 

Charles  I.  Schottland, 
President,  National  Association  of  Social 
Workers. 

New  York,  N.Y., 
December  11, 1967. 
Senator  Eugene  J.  McCarthy, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C.: 

Please  reject  conference  report  on  HR. 
12080.  Title  II  irremediably  endangers  and 
deprives  millions  of  children. 

Joseph  H.  Reid, 
Executive  Director, 
Child  Welfare  League  of  America. 

New  York,  N.Y. 
Senator  Eugene  J.  McCarthy, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C.: 

Conference  report  on  H_R.  12080  retains 
unjust  provisions  requiring  mothers  receiv- 
ing public  assistance  work  and  freezing 
aid  to  children  from  broken  homes  urge  you 
oppose  bill  rather  than  saddle  nation  with 
these  unsavory  precedents. 

Huber  F.  Klemme, 
Coordinator,  Anti-poverty  Task  Force, 

United  Church  of  Christ. 

New  York,  N.Y., 
December  12, 1967. 
Senator  Eugene  J.  McCarthy, 
Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.: 

We  support  the  social  security  bill  original- 
ly passed  by  the  Senate  and  welcome  your 
efforts  to  reject  conference  committee  re- 
port. Shameful  quota  on  number  of  children 
aided  must  be  eliminated.  Conference  ac- 
ceptance of  limitations  on  medicaid,  forced 
work  procedures,  and  new  burdens  on  states 
and  localities  should  be  reversed. 

Fay  Bennett, 
Executive  Secretary, 
National  Sharecroppers  Fund. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF 
1967 — CONFERENCE  REPORT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  report  of  the  committee  of  con- 
ference on  the  bill  (H.R  12080)  to  amend 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an 
increase  in  benefits  under  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  sys- 
tem, to  provide  benefits  for  additional 
categories  of  individuals,  to  improve  the 
public  assistance  program  and  programs 
relating  to  the  welfare  and  health  of 
children,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  BROOKE.  Mr.  President,  in  a 
statement  before  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Finance  last  August  I  expressed  the 
view  that  the  object  of  social  security 
legislation  should  be  twofold.  It  should 
care  for  those  who  cannot  help  them- 
selves— the  elderly,  the  disabled,  the 
young.  And  it  should  help  those  who  are 
capable  of  work  to  learn  skills  which  will 
take  them  off  the  welfare  rolls  and  make 
them  useful  and  productive  members  of 
society. 

I  am  sure  that  these  objectives  were 
shared  by  the  members  of  the  confer- 
ence committee  which  drafted  the  legis- 
lation presently  before  us.  But  I  believe 
that  the  compromises  reached  in  confer- 
ence will  not  help,  they  will  hinder,  the 
achievement  of  both  these  objectives. 

The  Senate  voted  a  15-percent  in- 
crease in  social  security  benefits.  A  20- 
percent  increase  would  have  been  desir- 
able. The  conference  committee  agreed 
on  a  13-percent  increase,  which  is  barely 
enough  to  keep  up  with  the  rising  cost 
of  living  for  some,  and  which  will  result 
in  no  additional  benefits  for  many  oth- 
ers who  will  simply  find  their  old-age 
assistance  checks  reduced  in  proportion 
to  the  increase  in  their  social  security 
benefits. 

The  Senate  voted  to  raise  the  mini- 
mum social  security  benefits  to  $70  per 
month;  $100  would  have  been  preferable. 
But  the  conference  committee  agreed  on 
a  minimum  of  only  $55  per  month,  which 
will  do  very  little  to  improve  the  living 
conditions  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
elderly  and  dependent  citizens.  Even  so, 
if  this  were  the  only  provision  of  the  bill, 
I  could  support  it  without  question. 

But  I  am  most  disturbed  over  the  wel- 
fare provisions  of  the  bill.  The  Senate 
adopted  a  very  reasonable  provision  re- 
garding work  and  work  training  pro- 
grams for  mothers  and  older  children 


S 18748 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


December  H,  1967 


presently  receiving  welfare  benefits.  The 
conference  committee  reported  out  a  bill 
which  made  no  exemption  at  all  for 
mothers,  and  which  retained  the  ceiling 
on  APDC  payments. 

Mr.  President,  these  measures  are  not 
constructive  approaches  to  a  desperate 
social  problem.  They  represent  an  effort 
to  economize  with  the  wrong  programs. 
They  are  punitive.  They  are  destructive 
of  human  dignity.  If  the  provisions  of 
this  bill  are  put  into  effect,  all  too  many 
of  the  poor  in  this  country  will  be  pen- 
alized simply  for  being  poor.  Those  States 
which  have  the  most  advanced  programs 
of  welfare  and  medical  assistance  will  be 
penalized  as  well,  for  they  will  have  to 
bear  the  cost  of  their  progressive  efforts 
by  themselves.  Other  States  will  cut  off 
payments  without  a  qualm,  and  their 
people  will  be  forced  into  already  over- 
crowded urban  centers  in  a  desperate  ef- 
fort to  find  work,  a'nd  income,  and  hope. 

Mr.  President,  poverty  is  a  national 
problem.  It  is  a  social  problem.  We  can- 
not eliminate  the  problem  of  increasing 
welfare  rolls  by  simply  saying  "after  this 
date,  there  shall  be  no  more  increases." 
We  cannot  deal  with  a  national  deficit  by 
saying  "billions  for  defense,  but  not  one 
more  cent  for  sustenance."  We  will  not 
help  our  elderly  by  granting  them  in- 
creases in  their  monthly  pensions  which 
do  not  even  keep  up  with  the  increases 
in  their  costs  of  rent  and  food  and 
medicines. 

We  can  do  better  than  this,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. We  can  provide  training  programs 
which  will  help  our  young  people  and  de- 
pendent mothers  and  fathers  to  find 
suitable  employment.  We  can  provide  our 
elderly  with  an  adequate,  benefit  in- 
crease. We  can  provide  medical  care  ade- 
quate to  make  our  poorer  citizens  func- 
tioning and  healthy  members  of  society. 
We  can  economize  with  a  great  many 
programs.  But  we  are  hurting  our  poor, 
our  country,  and  our  standing  in  the 
world  when  we  try  to  economize  with  this 
program. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  that  the  Senate 
conferees  did  their  best.  I  realize  that 
they  faced  an  extremely  difficult  confer- 
ence, and  that  the  House  conferees  had 
an  overwhelming  mandate  from  their 
colleagues.  Under  the  circumstances, 
Senator  Long  and  the  members  of  the 
Senate  Committee  of  Finance  who  par- 
ticipated in  this  conference  are  to  be 
commended. 

Increased  social  security  benefits  have 
national  support.  If  the  bill  were  to  be 
defeated  this  year,  higher  social  secu- 
rity benefits  would  surely  be  voted  next 
year.  But  I  cannot  in  good  conscience 
support  a  bill  which  includes  with  mini- 
mal social  security  benefits  the  present 
restrictive  welfare  provisions. 

I  believe  that  this  particular  legisla- 
tion should  be  defeated,  and  that  when 
we  all  return  to  Washington  in  January 
we  should  try  again  to  draft  and  pass  a 
bill  which  will  help  us  to  achieve  our 
goal  of  a  better,  not  a  worse,  life  for  our 
people. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  want  to  commend  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Brooke]  for 
his  remarks.  I  associate  myself  with  his 
sentiments  about  the  conference  report. 


I  should  also  like  to  say  how  distressed 
and  disturbed  I  am  about  how  the  report 
was  handled  this  morning. 

There  might  have  been  disagreement 
in  the  Senate  on  the  merits  of  this  piece 
of  legislation;  but  I  think  that  when  it 
was  made  clear  to  the  majority  leader,  as 
he  acknowledges — and  none  of  my  re- 
marks is  intended  to  be  a  criticism  of  the 
Senator  from  Montana,  because  I  be- 
lieve him  to  be  a  most  honorable  man — 
but  when  it  was  made  clear  to  him  that  a 
number  of  us  wanted  to  speak  about  the 
conference  report  prior  to  the  vote,  and 
asked  for  that  elementary  consideration 
and  decency  that  exists  among  men,  then 
not  to  have  received  it,  as  we  did  not  this 
morning,  certainly  is  a  reflection  not  only 
on  the  Senate  but  also  on  the  integrity 
and  honesty  of  those  who  participated. 

I  want  to  say  how  distressed  I  am 
about  the  fact  that  that  happened.  I  felt 
strongly  about  the  bill  and  intended  to 
speak  about  it.  I  let  that  be  known  to  the 
majoriy  leader  and  to  others  involved 
with  the  majority  leader.  We  had  a  num- 
ber of  meetings,  during  the  course  of 
which  it  was  made  quite  clear  that  I  in- 
tended to  speak.  I  also  know  that  my  col- 
league from  the  State  of  New  York  [Mr. 
Javits]  intended  to  speak.  And  there 
were  a  number  of  others  who  intended  to 
speak  during  the  course  of  the  day. 

I  happened  to  be  involved  this  morning 
in  a  conference  on  education.  I  was  a 
member  of  that  conference.  I  am  also 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Indian 
Education  and  we  had  hearings  this 
morning.  I  expected  to  be  able  to  come 
to  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate  after  the 
conference  and  the  hearings  and  be  able 
to  speak  about  this  legislation.  Unfortu- 
nately, prior  to  the  time  that  any  of  us 
were  aware  of  it,  the  legislation  was 
passed.  I  am  distressed  and  disturbed. 

As  I  say,  I  think  what  went  on  this 
morning  is  a  reflection  on  those  who  par- 
ticipated, not  just  as  U.S.  Senators,  but 
as  individuals  and  as  men. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, the  majority  leader  is  not  on  the 
floor.  I  cannot  agree  with  the  Senator 
from  New  York  

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  made  it 
quite  clear  that  the  majority  leader  is 
not  at  all  responsible  for  this.  I  do  not 
think  there  is  a  more  honorable  man  in 
the  Senate  than  the  majority  leader.  I 
think  he  is  as  distressed  and  disturbed  as 
I  am  about  what  happened. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  If  the 
Senator  will  yield  further,  the  Senator 
made  that  clear;  but  the  Senator  also 
mentioned  the  leadership,  and  as  the 
only  representative  of  the  leadership  on 
the  majority  side  who  is  on  the  floor, 
I  think  I  should  make  it  as  clear  as  I 
possibly  can  that  there  was  no  attempt 
to  do  anything  here  this  morning  that 
was  indecent  or  to  do  anything  that 
would  take  advantage  of  those  Senators 
who  opposed  the  conference  report. 

The  Chair  put  the  question  three 
times.  There  were  three  questions  put  by 
the  Chair.  They  were  put  deliberately 
and  they  were  put  clearly.  There  was 
nothing  done  in  any  way  that  would  indi- 


cate that  the  majority  whip,  who  is  the 
chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee  and 
who  was  in  charge  of  the  conference  re- 
port, was  attempting  to  slip  anything  by 
in  any  devious  way  or  to  take  advantage 
of  any  of  the  Senators  who  oppose  the 
conference  report. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Tydings]  was  on  the  floor.  He  is  a  Sena- 
tor who  is  allied  with  the  group  which 
has  spoken  in  opposition  to  the  confer- 
ence report.  He  indicated  afterward  that 
it  was  his  fault;  that  he  was  here;  that 
he  could  have  asked  for  a  quorum  call. 

I  just  do  not  want  the  Record  to  stand 
with  any  implication  that  the  leader- 
ship— let  it  be  me,  let  it  be  the  deputy 
whip,  or  anyone  else  in  the  leadership — 
sought  to  take  advantage  of  those  who 
are  opposed  to  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  May  I 
just  say  I  want  the  Record  kept  that 
way.  I  do  not  want  the  Record  to  be 
changed.  If  the  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia will  tell  me  he  was  unaware  I 
wanted  to  speak  and  other  Senators 
wanted  to  speak  when  he  made  that  mo- 
tion this  morning,  then  I  would  change 
my  position.  But  it  would  be  impossible, 
let  me  say  to  the  Senator  fromJWest  Vir- 
ginia, based  On  the  conversations  I  have 
had  with  the  Senator  from  Louisiana, 
for  me  to  believe  that  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  was  unaware  of  the  fact — I  do 
not  care  who  was  on  the  floor — that  the 
Senator  from  New  York  wished  to  speak. 
The  Senator  says  there  was  no  deceit 
intended.  All  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana had  to  do  was  call  up  the  Senator 
from  New  York.  All  he  had  to  do  was 
call  me  up  on  the  telephone  and  tell  me 
he  intended  to  do  what  he  did  All  he  had 
to  do  was  tell  any  one  of  the  Senators 
who  told  him  yesterday  he  intended  to 
speak.  And  I  cannot  believe  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia,  if  I  may  say  so,  was 
unaware  that  there  were  a  number  of 
Senators  who  wanted  to  speak  on  this 
matter  prior  to  the  time  it  came  to  a 
vote. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia  was  aware  that 
there  were  a  number  of  Senators  who 
wanted  to  speak,  but  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  was  not  privy  to  all  the 
6onversations  going  on  

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  That  is 
right.  The  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
was  not  at  those  conferences;  but  the 
newspapers  certainly  reflected  very 
clearly  that  there  were  a  number  of  Sen- 
ators who  wanted  to  speak. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Did  the 
Senator  speak  to  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  No. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Is  the 
Senator  from  New  York  accusing  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  of  any  de- 
ceit? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Let  me 
ask  him,  Was  he  aware  that  any  Mem- 
ber of  the  Senate  wished  to  speak  on 
this  matter? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Yes,  I 
was,  but  I  was  also  aware  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  was  sitting  in  his 
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seat  in  the  rear  row.  He  full  well  knew 
what  was  going  on. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  do  not 
know  of  the  Senator  from  Maryland  be- 
ing here  and  being  fully  aware.  The  fact 
is  that  my  arrangements  were  not  made 
with  the  Senator  from  Maryland.  They 
were  made  with  the  leadership.  The 
leadership  was  aware  that  there  were  a 
number  of  Senators,  other  than  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland,  who  wished  to 
speak.  Maybe  the  Senator  from  Mary- 
land should  have  spoken.  In  any  case, 
that  does  not  rectify  the  situation  as  far 
as  I  am  concerned. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Maryland  was  here.  He  had 
every  right  to  exercise  his  rights.  He  had 
every  opportunity. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  agree 
with  the  Senator.  I  was  not  here.  I  was 
chairing  the  subcommittee  on  Indian 
Education. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  under- 
stand that,  but,  if  the  Senator  will  yield 
further,  I  checked  with  the  journal  clerk 
and  he  has  indicated  to  me  that  the  time 
consumed  in  putting  those  three  motions 
and  taking  the  votes  on  them  was  some- 
where between  one  and  a  half  minutes 
and  2  minutes. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  All  I  say 
is  that  all  the  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia or  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  who 
participated  in  this,  had  to  do  was  to  call 
me  or  any  other  Senator  involved  and 
say,  "We  are  going  to  do  this  at  9:20  or 
9:30.  It  will  come  as  a  surprise  to  the 
Senator  from  New  York,  but  guess  what 
we  are  going  to  do  at  9 : 30." 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Yes. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  knew  we  were  going 
to  come  in  at  9  o'clock. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  agree. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  He  could 
have  been  here  just  as  easily  as  was  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  at  9  o'clock 
in  the  morning  to  protect  his  rights. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  under- 
stood from  conversations  with  the  ma- 
jority leader  yesterday  that  those  rights 
would  be  protected — in  fact,  from  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana.  He  said,  "All 
you  have  to  do  is  tell  me  what  you  in- 
tend to  do,  and  I  will  abide  by  it."  He 
said,  "That  should  be  the  relationship 
between  gentlemen."  We  said  we  intend- 
ed to  speak  on  this  matter.  I  thought  I 
could  rely  on  that,  because  I  thought  I 
was  dealing  with  men. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  think 
the  Senator  was  dealing  with  men,  and 
I  would  prefer  that  he  wait  until  those 
men  to  whom  he  referred  were  on  the 
floor  to  defend  themselves. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  am 
talking  about  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana, but  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
is  present. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  But  the 
Senator  from  New  York  said  he  did  not 
have  those  arrangements  with  the  Sena- 
tor from  West  Virginia. 


Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  The 
Senator  was  aware  of  it. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  was 
aware  of  it,  but  the  Senator  from  Mary- 
land was  on  the  floor  representing  those 
Senators. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  do  not 
know  that  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
represented  me.  I  represented  myself  to 
the  majority  leader.  Let  me  say  that  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana,  having  done 
this,  has  left  the  city,  and  the  Senate  is 
about  to  adjourn.  I  could  not  get  him 
back  here  to  tell  him  to  his  face. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen- 
ator can  do  it  when  he  returns. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  will  be 
glad  to  send  him  a  transcript  of  these 
remarks. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  If  the 
Senator  will  yield  further,  if  the  Sen- 
ator wishes  to  be  here  to  protect  his 
rights,  he  should  do  that. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  thought 
I  did  that. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  do  not 
think  any  Senator  has  the  right  to  stand 
here  and  blame  the  leadership  when  he 
has  not  protected  his  rights. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  The  ma- 
jority leader  said  this  morning,  after 
this  occurred  and  after  all  this  hap- 
pened, that  he  had  an  arrangement  with 
us  and  he  expressed  surprise  and  con- 
cern, and  the  fact  is  that  he  was  as 
distressed  and  as  disturbed  as  I  am  at 
what  happened  this  morning. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  honor 
the  majority  leader  for  taking  that  posi- 
tion. I  was  not  privy  to  any  of  the  con- 
versations to  which  the  Senator  from 
New  York  alludes.  I  made  the  motion  to 
reconsider  and  to  table  simply  because 
that  is  the  normal  thing  to  do  around 
here.  I  was  not  trying  to  take  advantage 
of  the  Senator.  I  am  glad  the  matter  was 
arranged  so  that  Senators  can  have  an 
opportunity  to  express  their  opposition. 

The  Senator  can  leave  the  record 
stand  like  this  if  he  wants  to,  but  I  do 
not  intend  to  let  it  stand  like  that  as 
a  reflection  on  the  leadership. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Let  us 
make  clear  that  by  the  leadership  I  am 
not  referring  to  the  Senator  from  Mon- 
tana. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  know 
that.  The  Senator  is  referring  to  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  And  par- 
ticularly the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen- 
ator can  have  it  that  way  if  he  wishes, 
but  that  does  not  make  it  right. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  is  recognized. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
President,  it  seems  to  me  this  maneu- 
ver this  morning  is  the  final  denial  

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York  (continu- 
ing). Of  the  elements  of  fair  procedure 
which  has  accompanied  the  progress  of 
this  bill  since  its  beginning. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  am 
going  to  proceed  now.  The  House  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  do  not  wish  to  interrupt  the 


Senator,  but  he  uses  the  word,"maneu- 
ver."  If  there  had  been  an  attempt  to 
maneuver  on  the  part  of  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia,  all  I  would  have 
had  to  do  was  to  object  to  the  request 
made  by  the  majority  leader  or  by  the 
majority  whip. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  do  not 
think  the  fact  that  we  had  a  subsequent 
agreement  this  morning  and  that  we 
are  going  to  have  a  vote  at  a  set  time 
tomorrow  is  any  concession  at  all. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  What 
does  the  Senator  want  for  a  conces- 
sion? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  am  not 
going  through  it.  If  it  is  not  clear  to  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  by  now,  it  is 
never  going  to  be  clear. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  There 
are  a  lot  of  things  clear  to  me. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  hope 
so.  I  have  tried  to  make  some  things 
clear. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia  has  tried  to 
make  some  things  clear,  too. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  This  last 
maneuver  is  the  final  denial  of  the  ele- 
ments of  fair  procedure — a  denial  which 
has  accompanied  the  progress  of  this 
bill  since  its  beginning.  The  House  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  never  heard  tes- 
timony on  any  of  the  welfare  provisions. 
It  fashioned  what  have  become  the  key 
elements  of  this  punitive  program  be- 
hind closed  doors.  Then  the  House 
adopted  a  closed  rule,  so  none  of  the 
provisions  could  be  challenged  individ- 
ually on  the  floor.  Not  until  it  came  to 
the  Senate  was  the  extent  of  this  bill's 
retreat  into  brutality  made  clear. 

To  those  whose  lives  would  be  affected 
by  this  bill,  the  chance  was  present  now 
in  the  Senate  to  make  themselves  heard. 
But  even,  in  the  committee,  a  sufficient 
opportunity  was  not  afforded.  Look  at 
the  hearings  on  H.R.  12080.  There  are 
three  volumes,  a  total  of  more  than  2,200 
pages  of  testimony  and  statistics.  Yet 
the  testimony  of  those  on  welfare,  the 
pleas  of  those  whose  lives  would  be 
changed,  take  up  all  of  10  pages.  Is  this 
the  way  a  democratic  system  is  supposed 
to  work?  Is  this  the  debate  and  the  reso- 
lution of  interests  that  is  supposed  to 
accompany  discussion  of  legislation? 

Even  without  that  testimony,  how- 
ever, Members  of  this  body  understood 
the  harm  that  the  welfare  section  of 
H.R.  12080  would  bring  about.  They 
voted  to  remove  most  of  the  odious  pro- 
visions of  the  bill,  hopeful  that  at  a 
conference,  a  compromise  could  be 
arranged. 

Look  at  what  happened.  The  conferees 
on  both  sides  ignored  the  wishes  of  the 
Senate,  and  abandoned  every  Senate 
vote  to  liberalize  the  bill.  The  voices  of 
those  concerned  had  reached  this  body, 
but  they  had  become  silent  and  ineffec- 
tive when  the  conference  took  place. 

One  more  chance  remained,  and  that 
was  in  the  Senate  of  the  United  States, 
where  we  could  have  discussed  this  bill 
and  the  implications  of  the  legislation, 
so  that  we  could  have  seen  whether  we 
could  remedy  the  situation,  which 
threatens  to  turn  the  welf  are  laws  of  this 
country  back  into  the  17th  century. 
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Yet  this  morning,  as  I  say,  without  de- 
bate and  without  warning,  the  bill  was 
approved  by  a  small  band  of  Senators. 

I  have  listened  with  care  and  with  in- 
terest to  the  arguments  that  have  been 
made  about  the  necessity  of  completing 
action  on  this  legislation.  Let  me  say  re- 
spectfully that  I  have  not  agreed,  and  I 
do  not  agree  now.  I  believe  that  this  is 
bad  legislation,  and  that  we  could  have 
done  better  without  endangering  the  in- 
terests of  our.  older  citizens.  I  shall  vote 
in  the  negative  tomorrow,  and  I  continue 
to  urge  the  Senate  to  reject  the  confer- 
ence report. 

The  social  security  benefit  provisions 
of  this  bill  represent  almost  a  total  sur- 
render to  the  House  of  Representatives 
levels  of  benefits.  I  think  we  can  do  bet- 
ter than  that.  The  public  welfare  provi- 
sions of  the  bill  conform  almost  totally 
to  the  restrictive  approach  adopted  by 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  re- 
pudiated by  the  Senate  3  weeks  ago.  I 
think  we  in  the  Senate  can  insist  that  a 
better  bill  be  adopted. 

The  Senate  conceded,  in  conference, 
almost  every  provision  where  its  ap- 
proach was  more  liberal  than  that  of  the 
House;  and  the  House  conceded  only  the 
few  points  where  the  Senate's  approach 
was  more  restrictive. 

In  short,  the  conference  bill  reflects 
almost  no  consideration  of  the  mandate 
with  which  the  Senate  charged  its  con- 
ferees. I  believe  that  rejection  of  the  con- 
ference report  and  demand  for  more  ad- 
equate social  security  benefits  and  more 
humane  welfare  provisions  would  be  in 
order.  The  bill  as  reported  from  the  con- 
ference is  opposed  by  every  major  orga- 
nization that  has  any  concern  in  our  wel- 
fare programs  and  by  every  expert  on 
welfare.  It  is  opposed  by  labor,  by  the 
three  major  religious  faiths,  by  civil 
rights  leaders,  by  Governors  and  mayors, 
by  welfare  agenices  both  public  and  pri- 
vate, and,  perhaps  most  significantly,  by 
senior  citizen  groups. 

Let  me  stress  that  rejection  of  the  con- 
ference report  would  not  have  been  a 
negative  act.  It  would,  indeed,  have  been 
an  act  of  affirmation  and  a  commitment 
to  the  continuing  fight  for  a  progressive 
piece  of  legislation.  If  we  had  rejected 
the  conference  report,  we  could  then  have 
asked  for  a  new  conference  and  a  more 
adequate  resolution  of  the  differences 
between  the  House  and  the  Senate  bills. 

Let  me  stress,  too,  that  rejection  of  the 
conference  report  would  not  have  prej- 
udiced one  iota  the  chances  for  obtain- 
ing a  social  security  increase  effective 
at  exactly  the  same  time  as  provided  in 
the  conference  bill.  Action  could  have 
been  taken  at  the  beginning  of  the  next 
session  to  accomplish  this ;  the  payments 
could  be  retroactive,  if  necessary. 

So  let  It  be  absolutely  clear  that  not 
getting  a  bill  this  session  would  not  have 
been  a  disaster  for  anyone.  The  recess  is 
to  be  of  only  a  month's  duration,  and  the 
fight  could  have  been  taken  up  at  that 
time. 

The  one  thing  I  have  felt  we  should 
not  have  done  was  regard  ourselves  as 
being  under  pressure  to  act  this  week.  As 
I  have  said  to  the  leadership,  I  would 
have  been  glad  to  come  back  next  week, 
and  possibly  we  could  have  finished  with 
it  then.  But  I  thought  that,  in  view  of  the 


fact  that  we  received  the  legislation  only 
2  days  ago,  and  had  only  a  few  hours 
to  discuss  it,  that  there  was  not  sufficient 
time  to  debate  it  intelligently  and  still 
finish  with  it  this  week. 

Let  me  discuss  the  conference  report  in 
somewhat  more  detail. 

First,  the  social  security  provisions  are 
inadequate,  and  almost  a  total  retreat 
from  the  Senate  position.  The  House 
across-the-board  increase  was  12  Vz  per- 
cent; the  Senate  increase  was  15  percent. 
The  conference  compromised  at  13  per- 
cent. The  House  raised  the  minimum  to 
$50;  the  Senate  to  $70.  The  conference 
compromised  at  $55. 

The-  extent  of  the  giving  in  can  be  seen 
in  the  following  figures:  The  cost  of  the 
benefits,  in  the  House  version,  was  $3.2 
billion.  The  cost,  in  the  Senate  version, 
was  $5.8  billion.  The  cost  of  the  confer- 
ence bill  was  $3.6  billion — only  $400  mil- 
lion more  than  the  House  bill,  and  fully 
$2.2  billion  less  than  the  Senate  bill. 

I  do  not  think  we  need  to  settle  for 
these  inadequate  benefit  increases  in 
1968.  If  we  had  rejected  the  conference 
report  and  gone  to  a  new  conference,  I 
think  we  could  have  gained  more  ade- 
quate benefit  increases — benefit  increases 
of  the  magnitude  which  every  elderly 
-citizen  deserves  and  requires  in  order  to 
live.  I  think  every  Member  of  this  body 
who  is  up  for  reelection  could  have  gone 
home  and  said  that  he  was  going  to  come 
back  and  fight  for  that  himself. 

Second,  the  social  security  provisions, 
as  a  result  of  the  cuts  in  benefits  just  de- 
scribed, have  been  turned  into  a  major 
tax  measure — a  back-door  tax  increase 
provision.  The  Social  Security  Adminis- 
tration advises  me  that  the  conference 
committee  bill  will  produce  a  surplus  of 
$1,850  billion  in  calendar  year  1968.  Thus 
the  bill  takes  almost  $2  billion  more  out 
of  the  taxpayers'  pockets  in  taxes  than  it 
gives  to  their  elderly  fellow  citizens  in 
benefits.  Although  it  is  true  that  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  version  would  have 
produced  a  surplus  of  $1,230  billion,  the 
version  passed  on  the  Senate  floor  would 
have  produced  a  far  smaller  surplus. 

Nevertheless,  even  viewed  most  con- 
servatively, the  conference  adopted  a 
back-door  tax  increase  of  $620  million — 
a  $620  million  burden  on  millions  of 
American  wage  earners  which  will  pro- 
vide no  benefits  to  their  elderly  fellow 
citizens  in  return. 

Third,  the  social  security  benefits  will 
be  a  sham  for  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
Americans,  because  the  increase  may 
simply  result  in  a  corresponding  reduc- 
tion in  their  old-age  assistance  pay- 
ments. The  Senate  bill  contained  a  man- 
datory increase  of  $7.50  a  month  in  wel- 
fare payments  for  the  aged,  the  blind, 
and  the  disabled.  This  was  intended  to 
guarantee  that  the  social  security  in- 
crease would  be  meaningful  for  all.  The 
conference  deleted  that  provision;  so 
hundreds  of  thousands  will  see  their  old- 
age  assistance  checks  reduced  by  the 
same  amount  that  their  social  security 
checks  are  increased. 

Fourth,  the  House  medicaid  limitation 
is  adopted.  This  is  better  for  New  York, 
but  it  is  a  disaster  in  the  rest  of  the 
country.  The  ceiling  is  133  Y3  percent  of 
a  State's  actual  cash  payments  to  AFDC 
children.  In  Mississippi  the  actual  cash 


payments  to  a  family  of  four  are  about 
$60  a  month.  Therefore,  the  ceiling  on 
income  eligibility  in  Mississippi  for  a 
family  of  four  would  be  a  monthly  in- 
come of  $80  or  an  annual  income  of  $960. 
Even  in  an  urban  State  like  Ohio,  the 
ceiling  on  Federal  aid  for  medical  assist- 
ance will  be  a  family  income  of  consid- 
erably under  $3,000  for  a  family  of  four. 
This  cuts  the  heart  out  of  title  XIX, 
which  was  enacted  with  such  great  prom- 
ise just  2  years  ago. 

Fifth,  the  Senate  conferees  gave  in  on 
the  coercion  of  mothers  to  work.  There 
is  now  no  exemption  in  the  bill  at  all  for 
mothers.  A  mother  could  be  made  to 
work  even  if  she  had  a  child  6  months 
old  or  a  year  old,  even  though  the  child 
psychiatrists  are  unanimous  in  saying 
that  it  is  absolutely  critical  for  a  mother 
to  be  with  her  child.  We  had  testimony 
before  the  Committee  on  Indian  Chil- 
dren this  morning  about  the  fact  that  all 
doctors  and  psychiatrists  are  in  agree- 
ment that  a  mother  should  be  with  her 
children  up  to  the  age,  really,  of  6  to  9 
years  of  age.  But  here  we  are  agreeing  to 
a  provision  which  can  take  a  mother  out 
of  the  home  when  her  child  is  6  months 
or  a  year  old,  or  where  the  mother 
might  have  two  or  three  preschool  chil- 
dren, under  the  age  of  six;  and  she  can 
be  forced  by  the  Government  to  leave 
those  children.  I  think  it  is  completely 
unsatisfactory.  If  there  were  no  other 
objectionable  provision  in  this  bill  than 
that,  I  would  think  the  bill  was  unsatis- 
factory. 

The  bill  provides  absolutely  no  exemp- 
tions for  mothers  of  even  the  smallest 
and  youngest  children.  Mothers  would 
have  to  go  to  work  if  the  State  welfare 
agency  wanted  to  put  them  to  work.  I 
have  heard  Senators  on  this  floor  de- 
plore the  fact  that  our  U.S.  Government 
or  the  State  governments  have  too  much 
of  a  role  in  the  lives  of  our  individual 
citizens.  Yet  here  we  are  agreeing  to  a 
bill  which  will  give  them  more  control 
and  more  direction  than  we  have  ever 
given  the  Government  at  any  time  in  our 
history.  The  Government  is  now  going 
to  decide  what  mother  has  to  go  to  work, 
what  mothers  are  going  to  remain  with 
their  children,  and  what  mothers  are  go- 
ing to  have  to  leave  their  children.  If  a 
mother  has  a  6-month-old  child,  and  the 
State  welfare  agency  representative  says 
that  that  is  a  good  mother  to  go  out  and 
clean  the  latrine  in  the  courthouse,  that 
mother  has  to  leave  her  home. 

If  we  think  that  is  civilized,  if  we  think 
that  is  anything  other  than  a  step  back 
200  years,  I  would  be  shocked,  indeed.  It 
would  be  hard  for  me  to  believe  that 
anybody  could  argue  in  favor  of  such  a 
provision.  That  is  why  I  was  looking  for- 
ward to  a  debate  on  this  bill. 

I  would  like  to  have  heard  somebody 
stand  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and 
defend  that  provision  of  this  legislation 
that  was  passed  at  9:30  this  morning. 

Mothers  have  to  go  to  work  where  the 
State  agency  decides  to  put  them  to  work. 
Giving  these  agencies  that  power  could 
amount  to  a  congressional  authorization 
of  virtual  peonage. 

Forcing  mothers  to  work  will  in  the 
long  run  not  be  productive  anyway.  The 
number  of  children  whose  lives  will  be 
damaged  and  whose  value  to  society  will 
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be  diminished  when  they  lose  their 
mother's  care  will  far  exceed  the  short- 
run  saving  in  welfare  costs. 

And  those  who  want  to  force  the 
mothers  of  small  children  to  work  might 
well  consider  the  implications  of  their 
position  in  our  great  cities,  which  are 
already  gravely  beset  by  racial  difficul- 
ties. The  hostility  and  anger  which  this 
coercive  program  will  produce  in  ghetto 
areas  are  incalculable.  If  our  cities  are 
tinderboxes  now,  ready  to  burst  into 
flames  and  violence,  next  summer's  ex- 
plosion will  be  made  all  the  more  cer- 
tain and  all  the  more  serious  by  this 
program.  We  have  witnessed  Watts.  We 
have  witnessed  Newark  and  Detroit.  We 
have  witnessed  dozens  of  racial  disorders 
of  consequence  in  other  American  cities. 
President  Johnson  has  appointed  a  Com- 
mission to  study  the  causes  of  civil  dis- 
order. 

Americans  of  good  will  in  all  parts  of 
our  country  want  to  understand  the 
causes  of  these  disorders  and  to  do  some- 
thing about  them.  Yet  in  the  midst  of  all 
of  these  actions,  we  are  about  to  pass 
legislation  which  will  only  make  matters 
worse.  These  provisions  are  at  odds  with 
with  everything  we  have  learned — or 
should  have  learned — about  child  rearing 
and  race  relations  in  recent  years.  They 
are  simply  unconscionable. 

The  effect  of  this  provision  will  not 
merely  be  in  the  Northern  States.  There 
will  also  be  a  tremendous  effect  in  the 
Southern  States  on  women  who  want  to 
live  with  their  children. 

The  decision  is  to  be  made  by  a  repre- 
sentative of  a  State  agency  that  this 
woman  can  no  longer  live  with  her  chil- 
dren but  must  be  away  from  her  chil- 
dren. This,  it  seems  to  me,  is  completely 
intolerable. 

That  is  one  of  the  reasons  why  the  bill 
should  have  been  thoroughly  debated 
and  discussed.  The  Congress  of  the 
United  States  should  not  be  agreeing  to 
that  kind  of  a  provision. 

My  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  frequently  talk,  and  I  think  fre- 
quently correctly,  about  the  fact  that  the 
Government  is  involved  in  these  matters 
too  much,  and  I  hear  my  southern  col- 
leagues also  talk  about  it.  Yet,  suddenly 
in  the  Senate  of  the  United  States  we  are 
going  to  give  the  authority  of  the  whole 
Government  to  a  Government  agency  or 
bureaucrat  who  will  control  whether  a 
mother  stays  with  her  children  or  is  go- 
ing to  be  forced  to  leave  her  children 
and  go  to  work,  and  not  even  at  a  mini- 
mum wage,  but  in  most  instances  at  any 
wage  the  Government  agency  decides  she 
should  have. 

It  is  no  wonder  that  the  legislation  was 
passed  rapidly,  considering  those  cir- 
cumstances. 

If  we  had  had  a  debate  on  this  legis- 
lation, in  my  judgment,  and  if  the  people 
of  the  United  States  and  our  colleagues 
in  the  Senate  were  aware  of  the  facts,  I 
do  not  believe  that  the  Senate  would 
have  taken  the  action  it  did. 

That  is  why  I  am  so  opposed. 

I  think  if  the  measure  involved  no 
other  provision  than  the  authority  for  a 
Government  bureaucrat  to  be  able  to  de- 
cide to  take  a  mother  out  of  her  house 
and  put  her  to  work,  it  would  be  unac- 
ceptable to  all  Members  of  the  Senate. 


Sixth,  the  Senate  conferees  gave  in  on 
earnings  exemptions.  The  Senate  had 
provided  that  $50  a  month  of  earnings 
plus  one-half  of  the  rest  would  be  exempt 
in  computing  the  amount  of  welfare.  The 
House  provided  only  $30  a  month  plus 
one-third  of  the  rest.  The  conference 
version  is  identical  with  the  House  ver- 
sion. This  is  not  adequate.  A  meaningful 
earnings  incentive  is  critical  in  ending 
the  dollar-f or-dollar  loss  of  welfare  which 
occurs  under  present  law  when  a  welfare 
recipient  goes  to  work.  Because  the  wel- 
fare recipient  loses  a  dollar  of  welfare 
assistance  for  every  dollar  he  earns,  there 
is  very  little  incentive  for  the  recipient 
to  seek  employment.  Why  seek  work 
when  work  will  produce  no  more  income 
than  welfare  produces?  The  Senate  pro- 
vision was  a  modest  incentive  in  itself.  In 
New  York  City,  for  example,  Commis- 
sioner Ginsberg  has  undertaken  an  ex- 
periment under  which  the  first  $85  a 
month  of  earnings  can  be  kept  and  half 
the  rest  as  well.  The  provision  which  the 
conference  agreed  to — $30  a  month  plus 
one-third  of  the  rest  of  the  earnings — 
is  so  small  that  it  may  not  prove  to  be  a 
meaningful  test  of  the  theory  that  a  wel- 
fare recipient  will  go  to  work  if  he  has 
some  chance  of  keeping  a  significant  por- 
tion of  what  he  or  she  earns.  And  this 
theory  must  be  tested  if  we  are  to  stop 
the  growth  of  our  welfare  costs. 

Seventh,  the  Senate  conferees  gave  in 
on  all  of  the  amendments  regarding  wel- 
fare for  unemployed  fathers.  This  means, 
in  effect,  that  the  man-in-the-house  rule 
emerges  from  the  conference  strength- 
ened rather  than  weakened.  This  is  a 
serious  step  backward. 

The  Harris  amendment  to  the  Senate 
bill  had  provided  that  the  program  of 
aid  to  dependent  children  of  unemployed 
fathers  should  be  a  mandatory  part  of 
each  State's  welfare  plan.  This  would 
have  meant  that  when  an  unemployed 
father  has  exhausted  his  unemployment 
compensation,  or  receives  inadequate  un- 
employment compensation,  and  is  un- 
suitable for  employment  or  training 
under  the  work  incentive  program  of 
the  bill,  he  could  still  remain  at  home 
with  his  family  and  receive  welfare.  At 
long  last,  the  tragic  system  under  which 
fathers  have  had  to  leave  home  in  order 
that  their  children  might  obtain  welfare 
assistance  would  have  been  ended.  This 
would  have  been  a  long  step  forward  in 
developing  a  more  progressive  welfare 
policy  for  the  future. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  opposed  to 
welfare.  However,  it  seems  to  me  that 
tremendous  damage  has  been  caused  un- 
der the  welfare  system  not  only  because 
of  the  cost  involved,  but  also  because  of 
what  our  welfare  system  has  done  to  the 
poor. 

If  a  father  cannot  find  a  job,  then,  in 
order  to  receive  welfare  and  thus  pro- 
vide for  his  wife  and  children,  he  must 
leave  home.  If  he  has  any  children  and 
cannot  get  a  job,  the  children  had  better 
be  illegitimate  or  deserted,  because 
otherwise  they  will  not  get  assistance. 

It  makes  no  sense.  Great  damage  has 
been  caused  over  the  past  30  years.  We 
tried  the  system  out.  We  know  that  the 
present  welfare  system  is  antiquated  and 
terribly  damaging  to  our  whole  society 
and  to  the  basic  family  system. 


The  Harris  amendment  was  passed  in 
the  U.S.  Senate,  but  was  thrown  out  in 
the  conference. 

As  a  result,  the  only  time  people  can 
get  welfare  will  be  if  illegitimate  children 
are  involved  or  if  the  father  leaves  home. 

That  provision  is  not  satisfactory.  It 
seems  to  me  that  we  should  have  the 
father  at  home. 

I  thought  that  the  Harris  amendment, 
as  I  said  on  the  floor  at  the  time  it  was 
adopted,  was  the  most  important  amend- 
ment that  was  being  considered.  I 
thought  several  amendments  that  I  had 
suggested  were  extremely  important,  but 
I  thought  the  Harris  amendment  was  of 
vital  importance. 

Not  only  did  the  Senate  concede  the 
Harris  amendment,  but  it  accepted  two 
very  restrictive  House  provisions  which 
will  cut  down  on  the  availability  of  wel- 
fare for  children  of  unemployed  fathers 
in  the  22  States  where  it  now  exists.  The 
conference  bill  requires,  for  the  first 
time,  that  a  father  must  have  a  substan- 
tial connection  with  the  labor  force  be- 
fore he  can  get  aid  to  dependent  children 
of  unemployed  fathers.  This  will  cut  out 
young  fathers  who  have  never  been  able 
to  get  a  job  and  hold  it  for  a  substantial 
length  of  time.  And  it  is  these  young 
fathers  who  have  the  gravest  difficulties 
in  the  ghetto  areas  of  our  cities.  In  addi- 
tion, the  conference  bill  says  that  a 
father  cannot  get  welfare  if  he  is  also 
getting  unemployment  compensation, 
even  though  the  unemployment  compen- 
sation may  be  less  than  the  welfare 
standard. 

These. provisions  are  pernicious.  They 
mean  that  more  fathers  will  have  to 
leave  home  in  order  that  their  children 
can  obtain  aid.  They  mean  more  broken 
families.  They  mean  more  broken  lives. 
They  mean  more  children  having  to  grow 
up  without  fathers.  They  mean  more 
juvenile  delinquency  and  additional 
generations  of  dependency  and  tragedy. 

Eight  and  perhaps  worst  of  all,  the 
conference  bill  restores  the  House  freeze 
on  ADC  payments.  Thousands  of  chil- 
dren all  over  the  country  will  be  either 
cut  off  welfare  or  will  receive  smaller 
welfare  checks  as  a  result.  States  and 
localities  will  have  to  either  trim  wel- 
fare rolls,  spread  the  Federal  money 
more  thinly,  or  pick  up  the  tab  them- 
selves. If  they  do  the  latter,  the  result 
will  be  a  tremendous  burden  on  local 
taxpayers,  as  real  estate  and  sales  taxes 
shoot  up  all  over  the  country. 

The  fact  is  that  the  cities  and  the 
States  will  not  be  prepared  to  do  that 
in  the  summer  of  1968.  As  the  Senator 
from  Montana  pointed  out  yesterday, 
many  of  the  legislatures  will  be  out  of 
session.  They  meet  once  every  2  years. 
They  will  not  be  able  to  remedy  the  situ- 
ation themselves.  Many  of  the  legislative 
bodies  will  have  been  out  of  session  in 
the  first  few  months  of  1968.  It  will  be 
difficult  for  them  to  prepare  for  this 
kind  of  problem.  Many  of  the  cities  will 
not  be  adequately  prepared  and  cannot 
get  adequately  prepared  to  try  to  deal 
with  the  problem.  Their  tax  bills  will 
have  gone  out;  their  budgets  will  have 
been  made  up.  And  suddenly  this  tre- 
mendous problem  will  be  put  upon  them, 
unless  they  permit  the  children  to  starve 
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to  death.  The  children  have  to  dress  and 
to  eat. 

It  is  very  well  for  us  to  cut  300,000 
children  off  the  rolls.  That  shows  a  real 
sign  of  economy.  We  have  raised  every- 
body's salary.  We  have  raised  the  salary 
of  everybody  working  for  the  Govern- 
ment. We  have  increased  the  allowances 
for  Members  of  the  U.S.  Senate.  We  have 
done  all  that.  We  have  taken  care  of 
ourselves.  But  we  are  going  to  save 
money.  We  are  going  to  make  sure  the 
children  do  not  have  any  money.  We  are 
going  to  cut  them  off  the  rolls.  That  is 
how  brave  we  are.  And  we  can  go  back 
and  make  speeches  about  how  we  are  for 
economy.  I  do  not  believe  it  is  acceptable. 

The  Federal  Government  made  a  com- 
mitment in  1935  that  it  would  bear  the 
primary  responsibility  for  children  in 
need,  with  whatever  State  and  local 
matching  is  required.  This  provision 
would  break  that  commitment. 

The  experience  of  broken  promises  is 
all  too  frequent  in  the  lives  of  the  poor. 
Hopes  are  raised  only  to  be  dashed.  And 
the  bitterness  that  results  is  deeper — and 
more  explosive — than  what  went  before. 
We  should  not  delude  ourselves  by  think- 
ing that  the  poor  will  not  realize  what  we 
have  done.  There  will  come  a  point  at 
which— like  the  boy  who  cried  wolf — our 
protestations  of  alarm,  our  expressions 
of  concern,  will  fall  on  deaf  ears.  The 
ears  of  the  poor  will  be  turned  to  other 
voices,  preaching  alien  creeds,  proclaim- 
ing that  the  poor  must  give  up  on  affluent 
America,  must  seek  relief  of  their  plight 
in  destruction  and  turmoil.  There  will 
come  a  time  when  the  masses  of  the 
poor — and  not  just  a  few  speechmakers — 
will  reach  out  for  salvation  in  desperate 
ways,  rather  than  drown  in  need  and 
indignity.  And  I  fear  that  we  will  bring 
that  time  measurably  closer  if  we  pass 
this  bill. 

I  am  not  a  Cassandra,  but  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  lessons  we  have  learned — 
or  should  have  learned — over  the  period 
of  the  last  5  or  6  years  would  have  moved 
us  in  the  opposite  direction  from  that  in 
which  this  bill  takes  us. 

For  let  there  be  no  mistake  about  this: 
the  effects  of  the  freeze  will  be  felt 
throughout  our  ghetto  neighborhoods. 
The  freeze  will  not  affect  only  those  who 
seek  entrance  to  the  welfare  rolls  after 
January  1.  It  will  be  felt  by  all  of  the 
poor.  For  what  is  the  most  likely  result 
of  the  freeze?  It  is  that  the  States  will 
spread  the  available  Federal  moneys 
more  thinly  among  all  who  need  welfare. 
And,  if  the  States  lower  their  welfare 
standards  in  order  to  provide  something 
for  everyone,  they  will  lose  even  more 
Federal  money  because  of  the  freeze.  So 
the  freeze  will  have  a  double-barreled 
effect. 

Welfare  rolls  will  grow  and  grow,  and 
every  recipient  will  receive  less  and  less. 
This  is  most  likely  because  we  would 
leave  the  States  and  cities  no  real  alter- 
native. What  choices  do  they  have?  We 
do  not  permit  them  to  drop  presently 
eligible  mothers  and  children — though 
I  believe  that  some  States  will  find  a  way 
to  do  this.  We  should  not  expect  that  the 
States  will  say  to  a  mother  whose  child 
was  born  on  December  31  that  she  may 
have  government  assistance,  but  turn 
away  emptyhanded  a  mother  whose 


child  was  born  the  next  day.  Nor  can  we 
expect  all  the  States  and  cities  to  meet 
the  growing  costs  of  welfare  from  their 
own  revenue  sources.  Property  owners 
are, already  overburdened  by  property 
taxes,  and  sales  taxes  threaten  to  reach 
levels  that  make  further  increases  politi- 
cally impossible. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  a  terribly 
important  provision.  If  we  were  saying 
that  the  poor  could  have  no  more  chil- 
dren and  that  a  family  could  not  move 
from  the  State  of  Louisiana  or  the  State 
of  Mississippi  or  the  State  of  Alabama 
and  come  into  any  of  the  northern  com- 
munities, perhaps  the  freeze  would  not 
cut  any  child  off  welfare.  But  we  are  go- 
ing to  have  a  great  influx  into  all  these 
areas,  and  where  are  they  going  to  re- 
ceive welfare  payments?  How  will  they 
survive?  These  are  the  questions  I  would 
have  liked  to  address  to  those  who  sup- 
port this  bill. 

So  the  effect  of  the  freeze  will  be  quite 
simply  to  spread  poverty  among  the  poor. 
The  burden  of  our  society's  failures  will 
fall  on  the  shoulders  of  those  least  re- 
sponsible for  it.  We  will  be  taxing  the 
poor  to  pay  for  the  poor. 

And  this  new  burden  that  the  bill 
would  impose  is  going  to  be  substantial. 
Let  me  give  the  Senate  some  figures  on 
this.  It  is  conservatively  estimated  that 
300,000  to  400,000  children  will  be  af- 
fected by  the  freeze  during  the  first  year 
of  the  bill's  operation.  This  is  approxi- 
mately 10  percent  of  those  now  eligible. 
If  this  standard  is  applied  to  Chicago, 
where  roughly  125,000  children  now  re- 
ceive welfare,  12,500  more  needy  children 
will  require  assistance  next  year.  In  New 
York  City,  where  roughly  350,000  chil- 
dren now  receive  welfare,  35,000  more 
needy  children  will  require  assistance 
next  year.  These  children  will  either  be 
denied  welfare,  or  all  the  children  will 
receive  reduced  welfare.  And  it  is  the 
same  in  every  community  across  the 
United  States. 

On  the  basis  of  these  figures,  it  is  no 
exaggeration  to  say  that  the  freeze  is  a 
10 -percent  surtax  on  the  poor.  It  is  a 
cruel  irony  that  only  the  destitute  will 
pay  higher  taxes  next  year. 

Bad  as  these  facts  are — and  they  are 
facts — we  know  that  there  are  those  who 
will  make  them  sound  even  worse.  They 
will  be  seized  upon  as  evidence  of  a  hope- 
lessly corrupt  society,  by  those  always  on 
the  lookout  for  such  evidence,  and  be 
made  the  pretexts  for  destruction  and 
disorder.  We  cannot  say  to  a  generation 
of  poor  children  that  we  will  act  as 
though  they  do  not  exist,  without  forcing 
them  to  adopt  desperate  measures  to 
prove  to  us  that  they  do  exist. 

I  am  not  an  alarmist.  But  I  think  that 
the  enactment  these  provisions — and 
especially  the  one  forcing  mothers  to 
leave  their  children,  and  the  freeze — will 
sow  seeds  of  great  despair,  unhappiness, 
agony  and  pain  among  our  fellow  citi- 
zens. And  we  will  all  reap  the  whirlwind 
for  that  act. 

Mr.  President,  these  are  just  a  few  of 
the  undesirable  provisions  of  this  legis- 
lation. Let  me  say  that  whatever  is  the 
result  of  the  present  debate  on  this  legis- 
lation, I  think  this  discussion  usefully  il- 
luminates some  of  the  problems  that 
exist  with  our  welfare  system.  I  think 


there  is  much  that  we  could  have  done 
through  a  discussion  of  this  matter.  I  be- 
lieve that  if  people  really  understood 
what  is  in  this  bill,  not  just  the  part  of 
the  social  security  bill  in  which  there 
are  benefits,  the  bill  would  have  been 
turned  down  by  the  Senate  and  it  would 
have  been  turned  down  by  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

I  intend  to  introduce  next  year,  re- 
gardless of  what  happens  in  the  present 
debate,  legislation  to  improve  our  welfare 
system  and  make  it  more  effective.  If 
this  conference  report  passes,  it  will  be 
necessary  to  undo  the  damage  that  we 
are  doing.  But  in  addition  to  getting  us 
back  to  where  we  were  before,  it  is  time 
to  move  ahead.  Making  productive,  use- 
ful citizens  out  of  people  who  have  been 
forced  to  seek  welfare  assistance  is  of 
course  our  goal.  And  in  serving  that  goal, 
employment  opportunities  and  related 
training  programs  are  of  the  highest 
priority.  But  it  is  also  necessary  to  make 
our  welfare  programs  consistent  with 
what  we  believe  in  as  a  society.  Welfare 
assistance  should  be  based  on  a  single 
criterion:  need,  and  need  alone.  It  should 
not  be  based  on  degrading  and  difficult 
theories  of  qualifying  tests,  applications, 
and  investigations.  For  the  future,  we 
must  simplify  the  process  of  qualifying 
for  welfare.  And  we  must  provide  a 
sounder  financial  basis  for  the  future. 
There  will  always  be  some  in  our  society 
who  are  in  need.  The  test  of  our  society 
is  how  we  provide  for  them.  I  intend, 
therefore,  to  continue  to  pursue  this  mat- 
ter, and  to  put  forward  proposals  during 
the  next  session  of  this  Congress  which 
are  directed  toward  developing  more  ef- 
fective welfare  policy  in  our  country. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  go  into  my  diffi- 
culties with  this  legislation  in  somewhat 
more  detail — not  point  by  point,  not  pro- 
posal by  proposal,  but  in  the  perspective 
of  our  overall  failure  as  a  nation  to  do 
what  we  must  for  those  who  are  afflicted 
and  disadvantaged. 

Let  me  begin  with  the  social  security 
portion  of  the  bill.  The  reason  for  my 
concern  about  the  level  of  benefits  in 
the  bill  is  simple:  Our  social  security  sys- 
tem has  grown  extensively  over  the 
years — so  that  95  million  people  are  now 
insured  and  23  million  receive  benefits — 
but  we  have  not  yet  succeeded  in  lifting 
millions  of  older  Americans  into  a  retire- 
ment of  security  and  self-respect. 

The  13 -percent  increase  in  retirement 
benefits  in  the  bill  would  barely  get 
beneficiaries  back  to  the  level  of  real  in- 
come they  had  in  1954.  The  two  increases 
of  7  percent  each  which  we  enacted  in 
1958  and  1965  actually  fell  short  of  re- 
storing the  1954  purchasing  power  of 
benefits — for  the  cost  of  living  has  risen 
about  25  percent  since  that  time.  Thus 
four-fifths  of  the  increase  which  the 
bill  provides  would  be  used  up  just  to  get 
back  to  1954  levels.  Meanwhile,  wages 
have  risen  above  50  percent  in  those  13 
years.  The  wealth  of  our  Nation  has 
steadily  increased,  but  our  older  citizens 
have  not  shared  in  that  affluence.  In- 
stead, many  elderly  couples  retire  each 
year — into  a  life  of  poverty. 

We  in  Congress  must  share  the  respon- 
sibility for  the  inadequacy  of  retirement 
benefits. 
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We  have  an  obligation  to  our  retired 
citizens,  some  5  to  7  million  of  whom  live 
in  poverty.  And  no  wonder — last  year 
social  security  benefits  averaged  $84  a 
month,  just  $1,000  a  year,  for  individuals, 
and  $142  a  month,  $1,704  annually  for 
couples.  Enactment  of  the  Senate  bill's 
level  of  benefits  is  the  least  we  can  do  to 
begin  to  alleviate  the  difficulties  of  our 
elderly  fellow  citizens. 

With  these  responsibilities  in  mind,  I 
introduced  in  the  89th  Congress,  and  re- 
introduced earlier  this  year,  legislation 
to  provide  benefit  increases  of  meaning- 
ful scope,  and  to  finance  them  in  the  only 
equitable  way  available — through  the  use 
of  general  revenues. 

In  the  90th  Congress  this  bill  is  S.  1009, 
which  is  cosponsored  by  10  Senators  of 
both  parties.  It  would  provide  benefit  in- 
creases averaging  over  50  percent,  and 
would  finance  these  increases  by  a  grad- 
ual infusion  of  general  revenues.  It 
envisions  a  leveling  off  of  the  general 
revenue  contribution  at  35  percent  of  the 
cost  of  social  security  by  the  late  1970's. 

At  the  moment,  when  we  are  engaged 
in  a  deepening  war  in  Vietnam  which 
saps  our  resources  and  consumes  over  $2 
billion  each  month,  it  seems  impractical 
to  urge  the  full  scope  of  these  proposals. 

But  we  must  do  everything  that  can 
feasibly  be  done  for  our  older  citizens. 

That  was  why,  when  this  bill  was  in 
committee,  I  proposed  an  amendment 
which  was  feasible,  which  would  have 
provided  an  across-the-board  increase  in 
benefits  of  20  percent,  and  an  increase 
in  minimum  benefit  to  $100  a  month. 

These  increases  would  have  been  fi- 
nanced by  increases  in  the  contribution 
and  benefit  base  of  the  magnitude  which 
were  ultimately  adopted  by  the  Senate, 
and  by  a  general  revenue  contribution 
totalling  11.5  percent  of  the  cost  of  social 
security,  beginning  on  January  1,  1972. 
In  1972  this  contribution  would  have 
amounted  to  $4.5  billion. 

This  was  a  practical  proposal.  It  was 
a  sensible  proposal.  Indeed,  those  who 
suggest  that  the  financing  for  higher 
benefit  increase  proposals  than  the 
Senate  enacted  was  not  adequately 
thought  out  are  simply  wrong. 

The  importance  of  my  proposal  was 
not  just  that  it  would  have  provided 
more  adequate  benefits  than  were  ulti- 
mately provided  by  the  Senate  bill.  It 
was  also  that  these  benefits  would  have 
been  financed  in  an  equitable  way.  For  a 
tax  on  payrolls  is  highly  regressive.  For 
low-wage  employees  particularly,  a  re- 
quired contribution  beyond  that  con- 
templated in  present  law  is  going  to  be 
very  burdensome.  Many  workers  already 
pay  more  in  payroll  taxes  than  they  do 
in  income  taxes. 

General  revenue  financing  would  be  a 
far  more  equitable  way  to  raise  revenues 
for  the  social  security  system,  particu- 
larly revenues  which  would  be  used  to 
provide  additional  benefits  for  low-in- 
come people — for  those  who  worked 
either  so  irregularly  or  at  such  low  wages 
that  their  contributions  do  not  really 
finance  the  benefits  they  receive. 

I  emphasize  this  because  the  proposal 
I  made  to  broaden  the  scope  of  H.R. 
12080  would  have  given  relatively  more 
help  to  the  poorest  of  our  elderly,  to  those 


who  have  the  most  difficulty  in  finding 
dignity  and  comfort  in  their  retirement. 
If  we  are  to  provide  a  meaningful  floor 
of  protection  for  older  people  as  a  mat- 
ter of  social  insurance,  I  believe  it  is  only 
fair  to  other  workers  that  we  finance  it 
through  general  revenues. 

The  general  revenue  approach  is  sensi- 
ble and  feasible.  It  has  been  considered 
and  discussed  since  the  inception  of 
social  security.  The  first  Presidentially 
appointed  Council  of  Economic  Security, 
whose  report  preceded  the  enactment  of 
the  Social  Security  Act,  said  that  Gov- 
ernment contributions  to  the  system 
would  eventually  be  needed,  adding  pro- 
phetically that,  "it  will  not  be  necessary 
to  have  actual  Government  contribution 
until  after  the  system  has  been  in  opera- 
tion for  30  years." 

The  1938  Advisory  Council  made  the 
same  recommendation,  giving  as  its  rea- 
son that  "the  Nation  as  a  whole,  inde- 
pendent of  the  beneficiaries  of  the  sys- 
tem, will  derive  a  benefit  from  the  old- 
age  security  program."  The  Council  also 
said,  pertinently,  that  "with  the  broad- 
ening of  the  scope  of  the  protection 
afforded,  governmental  participation  in 
meeting  the  costs  of  the  program  is  all 
the  more  justified."  The  1938  Council 
stated  the  principle  to  be  one  of  "dis- 
tributing the  eventual  cost  of  the  old-age 
insurance  system  by  meahs  of  approxi- 
mately equal  contributions  by  employers, 
employees,  and  the  Government."  This, 
of  course,  is  what  my  bill  will  do  by  the 
ninth  year  after  its  provisions  go  into 
effect. 

The  Social  Security  Board  itself  in 
1939  called  it  "sound  public  policy  to  pay 
part  of  the  eventual  cost  of  the  benefits 
proposed  out  of  taxes  other  than  payroll 
taxes,  preferably  taxes  such  as  income 
and  inheritance  taxes  levied  according 
to  ability  to  pay." 

The  Board  added  that  "the  wider  the 
coverage,  the  more  extensive  this  con- 
tribution from  other  tax  sources  might 
properly  be." 

In  1946,  the  House  Ways  and  Means 
Committee's  technical  staff  recom- 
mended a  continuing  Federal  subsidy  up 
to  a  third  of  the  year's  total  of  benefit 
and  expense  payments.  The  1948  Ad- 
visory Council  called  a  Government  con- 
tribution "a  recognition  of  the  interest 
of  the  Nation  as  a  whole  in  the  welfare 
of  the  aged  and  of  widows  and  children 
of  survivors." 

Even  now,  partial  financing  for  medi- 
care for  those  over  65  comes  from  gen- 
eral revenues,  as  it  does  for  the  transi- 
tional coverage  under  social  security 
enacted  last  year  for  persons  over  72 
who  are  not  presently  covered. 

Just  in  the  last  year  there  have  been 
some  important  expressions  of  opinion 
regarding  general-revenue  financing. 
The  Automation  Commission's  report 
had  the  following  observations : 

We  recommend  that  Congress  undertake  a 
detailed  review  of  the  entire  system,  includ- 
ing both  its  coverage  and  its  financing. 
There  is  danger,  in  our  view,  that  reliance 
on  a  narrow  payroll  tax  base  makes  the  sys- 
tem more  and  more  regressive  as  incomes  rise 
and  other  taxes  are  reduced. 

The  Advisory  Council  on  Public  Wel- 
fare reported  to  HEW  Secretary  Gard- 


ner that  "consideration  must  be  given  to 
a  substantial  contribution  from  general 
revenues." 

The  sixth  constitutional  convention  of 
the  AFL-CIO  called  on  Congress  to  pro- 
vide for  the  payment  of  contributions 
to  the  social  security  trust  funds  from 
general  revenues. 

The  general  revenue  contributions  in 
the  proposal  I  made  to  the  committee 
would  not  have  had  to  begin  until  Jan- 
uary 1,  1972.  What  this  meant  is  that  we 
would  have  been  promising  now  that  we 
would  spend  $4.5  billion  a  year  begin- 
ning 4y2  years  from  now. 

I  believe  this  is  a  promise  we  could 
have  made.  It  is  not  a  huge  amount  of 
money.  Our  gross  national  product  will 
exceed  a  trillion  dollars  by  that  time, 
and  1972  is  far  enough  off  so  that  we 
could  easily  plan  to  set  aside  this  amount 
of  money. 

The  net  cost  of  the  increase  which  I 
proposed  would  have  been  considerably 
less  than  the  financing  I  have  described. 
For  the  people  who  would  have  benefited 
from  the  increase  are  people  who  must 
now  turn  to  old  age  assistance  in  order  to 
eke  out  enough  of  a  living  to  survive.  Old 
age  assistance  has  decreased  markedly 
over  the  years  as  social  security  benefits 
have  been  liberalized.  Only  11  percent  of 
the  elderly  population  receives  such 
assistance  now,  as  opposed  to  22  percent 
of  the  population  in  1950.  Even  now,  more 
than  half  those  receiving  old  age  assist- 
ance in  New  York  are  on  welfare  because 
their  social  security  pensions  are  inade- 
quate. Thus,  raising  the  minimum  benefit 
to  $100  and  raising  other  benefits  20  per- 
cent would  correspondingly  decrease  the 
number  of  people  on  the  old  age  assist- 
ance rolls  and  the  amounts  which  those 
who  remain  on  the  rolls  will  require. 

Mr.  President,  what  I  suggested  were,  I 
think,  the  minimum  changes  which 
should  be  made  if  we  are  to  keep  faith 
with  our  older  citizens.  The  conditions  in 
which  millions  of  retired  Americans  find 
themselves  after  having  worked  produc- 
tively for  decades  are  a  disgrace  to  us  all. 
Adoption  of  the  proposal  I  have  described 
would  begin  turning  our  social  security 
system  in  the  direction  long  advocated  by 
experts  in  the  field,  and  would  allow  us 
to  provide  real  hope  at  last  to  our  elderly 
poor  that  they  will  be  able  to  live  out 
their  fives  in  some  measure  of  ease  and 
self-respect. 

Even  these  minimum  changes  were  not 
made.  I  think  that  is  unfortunate.  But 
then,  on  top  of  the  fact  that  what  I  re- 
garded as  a  very  reasonable  proposal  of 
20-percent  increase  in  benefits,  financed 
by  partial  general  revenue  financing, 
was  not  adopted  by  the  committee,  even 
the  15-percent  increase  which  the  Sen- 
ate adopted  was  rejected  by  the  confer- 
ence committee.  We  have  broken  faith 
with  our  older  citizens.  We  must  restore 
that  faith,  and  I  say  that  the  way  to  re- 
store it  would  have  been  to  reject  the 
conference  bill  and  seek  a  new  confer- 
ence, in  which  we  can  seek  more  ade- 
quate benefits  for  our  older  fellow  citi- 
zens. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  add  that  regard- 
less of  what  happens  on  the  present 
conference  bill,  I  intend  to  press  for  fur- 
ther consideration  of  partial  general 
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revenue  financing  of  social  security.  We 
simply  cannot  tolerate  further  financing 
of  social  security  with  increased  social 
security  benefits  by  increases  in  the  re- 
gressive and  highly  burdensome  payroll 
tax.  We  must  increase  benefits  further, 
so  that  our  older  citizens  can  share  fair- 
ly in  the  magnificent  gains  in  productiv- 
ity which  our  Nation  has  made,  and 
when  we  do  so,  we  must  do  so  by  begin- 
ning to  utilize  general  revenue  financing. 
That  is  what  must  be  done  in  the  future 
and  that  is  what  I  shall  continue  to 
advocate  in  the  coming  months. 

Mr.  President,  the  public  assistance 
portions  of  this  bill  are  even  more  ob- 
jectionable than  the  social  security  pro- 
visions. For  if  the  social  security  provi- 
sions are  merely  far  too  small  a  step 
forward,  the  public  assistance  are  a  giant 
step  backward.  I  have  previously  de- 
scribed some  of  these  provisions  in  detail, 
but  I  believe  it  is  worth  while  to  discuss 
their  general  implications  as  well. 

The  amendments  to  our  public  assist- 
ance program  which  the  conference 
adopted  will  not  help,  in  my  judgment, 
to  solve  the  crisis  in  employment  which 
grips  the  ghettos  of  our  cities  and  the 
most  impoverished  of  our  rural  areas. 
They  will  not  help  us  to  lighten  the  in- 
creasing fiscal  burden  of  public  assist- 
ance in  any  constructive  way.  Public 
money  might  be  saved,  but  only  because 
people  badly  in  need  of  assistance  will  be 
eliminated  from  the  welfare  rolls  with- 
out having  anywhere  else  to  turn.  In 
short,  these  proposals  seems  to  punish 
the  poor  because  they  are  there  and  we 
have  not  been  able  to  do  anything  about 
them.  But  if  this  is  our  approach  they 
will  still  be  there  when  we  are  done.  And 
the  problem  will  be  no  closer  to  solution. 

About  a  year  ago,  the  distinguished 
members  of  the  President's  Advisory 
Council  on  Public  Welfare  reported  that 
welfare  is  "desperately  handicapped"  in 
both  "legislative  mandate  and  financial 
resources."  The  Council  prescribed  "a 
major  updating  of  our  welfare  system." 

The  conference  bill  not  only  fails  to 
heed  the  Council's  prescription,  but  is, 
in  my  judgment,  a  major  step  in  the 
other  direction. 

I  can  well  understand  what  motivated 
the  conference  committee  in  its  action. 
It  was  concerned  that  the  welfare  sys- 
tem as  it  exists  today  has  failed  to  en- 
able its  recipients  to  obtain  jobs  and  end 
their  dependency.  I  share  that  concern. 
It  was  concerned  at  the  recent  rise  in 
the  number  of  children  and  mothers  on 
aid  to  dependent  children.  I  share  that 
concern.  It  therefore  sought  to  create  a 
system  which  would  train  children  and 
mothers  on  welfare,  provide  day  care, 
and  establish  incentives  to  work.  I,  too, 
believe  such  a  system  is  needed. 

Indeed,  I  believe  that  we  will  never 
succeed  in  restoring  dignity  and  promise 
to  the  lives  of  people  whose  frustration 
exploded  into  violence  in  the  cities  this 
summer  until  we  develop  a  system  which 
provides  jobs — enough  jobs  and  good 
jobs. 

For  the  people  of  the  inner  city  live 
today  with  an  unemployment  rate  far 
worse  than  the  rest  of  the  Nation  knew 
during  the  depth  of  the  great  depres- 
sion. In  the  typical  big  city  ghetto,  only 
two  out  of  five  adult  men  have  jobs 


which  pay  $60  a  week  or  more — enough 
for  each  member  of  a  family  of  four  to 
eat  70  cents'  worth  of  food  a  day.  Only 
half  the  adult  men  have  full-time  jobs 
at  any  rate  of  pay.  Less  than  three  out 
of  five  have  any  work  at  all. 

We  must,  then,  work  out  a  system  to 
provide  jobs.  But  I  do  not  believe  that 
the  approach  adopted  in  the  conference 
bill  will  provide  these  jobs.  The  fact  is, 
as  the  alarming  unemployment  and  un- 
deremployment figures  I  have  mentioned 
indicate,  that  there  are  not  enough  jobs 
available  at  the  moment.  We  must  find 
them,  but  in  the  meantime,  it  will  not 
do  to  force  people  into  training  programs 
for  jobs  that  are  not  there. 

This  is  the  basic  problem  which  we 
must  look  to.  For  this  problem  welfare 
is  neither  the  cause  nor  the  remedy.  But 
welfare  has  its  role:  helping  those  in 
need — and  the  House  bill  will  hinder  it 
in  fulfilling  that  role.  Indeed,  instead  of 
helping  at  all,  it  almost  appears  intended 
to  punish  the  poor.  And  punish  it  will, 
particularly  in  areas  of  the  country 
where  welfare  authorities  have  done 
their  best  to  demean  and  degrade  the 
recipient  of  welfare  even  under  existing 
law. 

First,  the  conference  bill  says  that  no 
State  may  have  a  higher  percentage  of 
children  on  welfare  than  it  had  at  the 
beginning  of  next  year.  This  would  force 
States  and  localities  either  to  deny  ad- 
ditional aid  when  more  children  are  born 
into  a  family,  to  spread  available  Federal 
funds  more  thinly,  or  to  come  up  some- 
how with  the  money  needed  to  pay  the 
difference.  The  latter,  of  course,  would 
shift  the  burden  from  the  level  of  gov- 
ernment that  can  best  afford  it  to  the 
one  that  can  least  afford  it.  But  the  more 
prevalent  result  will  not  be  more  local 
money  for  welfare,  but  more  families  cut 
off  welfare  even  though  they  are  in  need. 
For  the  conference  bill,  with  all  of  the 
other  restrictions  on  eligibility  which  it 
contains,  is  an  open  invitation  to  welfare 
departments  in  some  areas  of  our  coun- 
try to  find  ways  to  tidy  up  their  case- 
loads and  discourage  new  applications. 

Second,  the  coercive  provisions  on 
work  and  training  for  mothers  fit  into 
this  pattern.  The  objective  of  enabling 
welfare  recipients  to  obtain  productive 
employment  is  of  course  laudable;  in- 
deed, as  I  have  indicated,  I  believe  it  is 
the  only  hope  we  have  for  avoiding  the 
deep  division  in  our  society  which  the 
creation  of  a  permanent  class  of  welfare 
poor  would  bring.  But  attempting  to 
bring  about  employment  by  compulsion 
is  not  the  way  to  do  this.  There  are  many 
mothers  who  should  not  work.  Some, 
particularly  in  progressive  States  and 
cities,  will  be  excused  from  working.  But 
in  other  States  with  less  enlightened 
welfare  programs,  many  will  either  be 
driven  off  the  welfare  rolls  or  will  be  dis- 
couraged from  applying.  And  they  will 
still  be  poor — a 'little  more  invisible,  for 
the  time  being,  than  they  are  now,  but 
no  less  poor,  no  less  miserable. 

There  is  more  than  one  State  in  this 
country  which,  even  under  existing  law, 
has  had  what  has  come  to  be  known  as 
the  "employable  mother"  rule.  Under 
this  rule,  if  the  welfare  officials  judge 
the  mother  to  be  employable,  she  is 
stricken  from  the  rolls.  Coincidentally, 


these  rulings  tend  to  be  made  at  the  time 
of  the  year  when  people  are  needed  to 
pick  crops  at  $3  a  day.  This  rule  is  being 
challenged  in  litigation,  but  the  provi- 
sions of  the  conference  bill  on  compul- 
sory work  and  training  imply  that  from 
now  on  the  "employable  mother"  rule 
would  be  sanctioned  by  a  national 
policy. 

Third,  the  punitive  intent  of  the  con- 
ference bill  is  evident  as  well  in  the  pro- 
visions on  aid  to  children  with  unem- 
ployed parents.  For  the  first  time,  the 
parent  must  have  had  a  substantial  con- 
nection with  the  labor  force  in  order  to 
qualify,  a  provision  which  will  eliminate 
many  men  who  have  never  had  an  oppor- 
tunity for  steady  employment.  In  addi- 
tion, the  provision  denying  assistance  to 
unemployed  parents  who  are  receiving 
unemployment  compensation  will  keep 
aid  from  many  who  need  both  forms  of 
help  in  order  to  survive,  and  will  cause 
some  to  receive  neither  kind  of  aid.  The 
conference  provision  will  only  succeed 
in  forcing  more  families  to  break  up, 
forcing  more  fathers  to  leave  home  so 
the  family  can  obtain  assistance  by  the 
traditional  ADC  route. 

We  in  the  Senate  must  go  on  record  as 
opposing  this  almshouse  approach.  We 
must  go  on  record  as  forcefully  as  we 
can  that  this  is  not  the  direction  which 
we  want  welfare  to  take.  We  must  not 
allow  this  backward  step. 

Let  me  emphasize  again  that  I  do  think 
our  welfare  system  is  unsatisfactory.  But 
every  reason  why  I  think  it  is  unsatis- 
factory will  only  be  accentuated  by  the 
conference  bill. 

I  believe  our  welfare  system  is  unsatis- 
factory, because,  in  general,  it  provides 
aid  for  broken  families  and  not  for  whole 
ones.  The  conference  bill  accentuates 
this  by  refusing  to  adopt  the  recom- 
mendations of  the  Senate  to  expand  aid 
to  unemployed  parents,  and  by  restrict- 
ing that  program  instead. 

I  believe  our  welfare  system  is  unsatis- 
factory, because  it  imposes  degrading 
conditions  on  eligibility,  and  encourages 
the  enforcement  of  those  conditions  by 
demeaning  investigation.  The  conference 
bill  accentuates  these  defects  by  adding 
a  whole  raft  of  new  conditions  for  eli- 
gibility and  a  whole  new  set  of  incentives 
for  the  State  to  investigate  welfare 
recipients. 

I  believe  our  welfare  system  is  unsatis- 
factory because,  once  a  family  does  pene- 
trate the  bureaucratic  maze  and  qualify 
for  aid,  the  benefits  it  receives  are  in 
many  States  not  even  enough  to  live  on. 
The  conference  bill  accentuates  this  by 
enacting  a  freeze  on  ADC  payments. 

I  believe  our  welfare  system  is  unsatis- 
factory because  it  causes  welfare  recipi- 
ents to  lose  a  dollar  of  benefits  for  every 
dollar  they  earn.  The  conference  bill 
does  provide  a  small  work  incentive — 
$30  a  month  plus  one-third  of  additional 
earnings.  But  this  incentive  is  so  small 
that  it  may  well  fail  to  encourage  sig- 
nificant numbers  of  welfare  recipients  to 
work,  and  opponents  of  the  idea  may 
then  succeed  in  claiming  it  will  never 
work. 

Mr.  President,  adoption  of  the  pro- 
visions suggested  by  the  conference 
committee  would  be  a  great  step  back- 
ward. We  must  have  the  perspective  to 
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see  that  the  welfare  system  is  not  some- 
thing that  exists  by  itself,  that  has  no  ef- 
fect on  the  world  in  which  its  recipients 
live.  We  cannot  afford  to  bury  our  heads 
in  the  sand.  Our  Nation  has  been  ripped 
apart  by  violence  and  civil  disorder 
that  have  taken  dozens  of  lives  and 
caused  billions  of  dollars  of  property 
damage.  We  face  in  our  cities  the  gravest 
domestic  crisis  to  confront  this  Nation 
since  the  Civil  War.  We  are  not  going  to 
solve  that  crisis  by  lopping  people  off  the 
welfare  rolls.  We  are  not  going  to  solve 
that  crisis  by  forcing  welfare  recipients 
to  accept  training  for  jobs  when  we  have 
absolutely  no  idea  whether  jobs  will  be 
available  to  them  after  their  training. 
We  are  not  going  to  solve  that  crisis  by 
punishing  the  poor  and  hoping  that  they 
will  bear  that  punishment  silently,  in- 
visibly, graciously,  without  bitterness  or 
hostility  for  their  "benefactors." 

We  must  reject  the  conference  report 
which  is  before  us. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  been  receiving  a  great  many  tele- 
grams protesting  the  conference  com- 
mittee report  on  the  social  security  bill, 
in  addition  to  many  statements  from 
people  who  oppose  the  report.  I  do  not 
recall  anybody  outside  of  the  Govern- 
ment that  has  asked  me  to  support  the 
measure  as  reported  here. 

As  the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
York  has  pointed  out,  the  House  version 
of  the  social  security  amendments,  vir- 
tually adopted  by  the  conference  report, 
I  think  are  even  worse  than  the  inade- 
quate provisions  of  the  House  version 
and  will  punish  the  welfare  recipients. 

Mr.  President,  telegrams  continue  to 
come  into  my  office  protesting  the  con- 
ference committee  report  on  the  social 
security  bill.  I  will  ask  to  have  printed  at 
the  end  of  my  remarks  some  of  the  tele- 
grams from  a  wide  spectrum  of  organiza- 
tions which  should  be  of  particular  in- 
terest to  my  fellow  Senators. 

The  message  these  telegrams  convey  is 
something  we  already  know — the  House 
version  of  the  social  security  amend- 
ments, which  the  conference  committee 
virtually  adopted,  was  bad.  The  House 
proposed  benefits  were  unduly  restric- 
tive and  the  level  the  House  proposed  was 
shockingly  incompatible  with  what  we 
claim  is  the  minimum  level  for  subsis- 
tence in  America. 

But  even  worse  than  inadequate  bene- 
fits, the  House  version  indicated  an  in- 
tent to  punish  welfare  recipients.  Most 
of  their  punitive  provisions  would  fall 
on  children  and  would  rupture  family 
relationships.  Mothers  would  be  com- 
pelled to  work  without  regard  to  the  need 
to  stay  with  children  at  home;  and  the 
House  proposal  would  make  it  more  prof- 
itable for  a  father  to  leave  his  family 
rather  than  to  stay  with  them. 

We  wisely  repudiated  the  House  ap- 
proach when  we  passed  several  impor- 
tant amendments  on  the  Senate  floor. 
We  increased  the  benefits  and  eliminated 
the  punitive  provisions.  We  indicated 
that  there  was  a  different  philosophy  in 
the  Senate  than  in  the  House  and  that 
it  could  not  be  compromised.  But  the 
changes  in  conference  indicate  there  was 
a  misunderstanding  as  to  the  depth  of 
our  conviction.  Over  1  million  people 
in  my  State  will  be  directly  affected  by 


what  we  do  here  today  so  I  severely  ques- 
tion anything  less  than  what  the  Senate 
provided. 

There  are  four  simple  reasons  why  the 
conference  report  before  us  is  not  a  wise 
proposal.  First,  the  increase  in  benefits 
is  very  small  and  the  price  we  pay  for 
that  small  increase  is  a  host  of  punitive 
provisions  that  will  be  used  to  degrade 
and  demean  recipients. 

Second,  the  benefits  will  be  a  sham  for 
many  States  like  mine  because  this  small 
increase  will  be  met  by  a  corresponding 
reduction  in  the  old-age  payments.  The 
Senate  bill  contained  a  mandatory  in- 
crease, but  the  House  deleted  it  and  in 
my  State,  with  an  average  payment  of 
only  $64  per  month,  less  than  $770  per 
year,  the  House  has  provided  an  escape 
clause  which  means  Texans  will  get  little 
benefit  under  this  bill.  Thousands  of 
elderly  citizens  will  receive  old-age  as- 
sistance checks  which  have  been  reduced 
by  the  same  amount  that  social  security 
checks  will  have  been  increased. 

Third,  employee  taxes  are  raised  with- 
out corresponding  benefits  to  the  elderly. 
The  conference  bill  tax  rate  would  pro- 
vide a  surplus  of  $620  million  more  than 
the  Senate  version.  So  the  conference 
committee  has  decided  to  tax  our  wage 
earners  an  additional  $620  million  this 
next  year  with  no  real  increase  in  bene- 
fits to  many  of  the  elderly. 

Fourth,  local  taxes  will  probably  be 
forced  up  in  many  areas.  The  confer- 
ence limits  the  assistance  the  Federal 
Government  can  give  in  aid  to  dependent 
children  so  States  must  either  cut  chil- 
dren off  of  welfare  rolls  or  pay  assist- 
ance through  increased  local  taxes  and 
real  estate  taxes. 

In  summary,  the  conference  version 
provides  little  or  no  real  benefit,  and  it 
has  punitive  provisions  that  attack  the 
sanctity  of  the  family,  force  mothers 
out  to  work,  and  prevent  husbands  from 
coming  home.  It  has  a  back-door  tax  in- 
crease of  $620  million  on  our  wage  earn- 
ers, and  may  force  an  increase  in  local 
taxes  and  real  estate  taxes.  Our  citizens 
do  not  deserve  the  treatment  they  would 
receive  from  this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  request  unanimous 
consent  that  10  of  the  telegrams  I  have 
received  fairly  representative  of  all,  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  President,  these  telegrams  are 
fairly  representative  of  the  telegrams  I 
have  received.  I  have  selected  these  10  to 
represent  a  cross  section  of  the  objec- 
tions to  the  bill.  Most  of  the  telegrams 
are  from  leaders  of  nationwide  segments 
of  our  economy  and  society  and  express 
concern  for  the  elderly,  the  aged,  and 
the  children. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele- 
grams were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Washington,  D.C., 
December  11, 1967. 
Senator  "Ralph  W.  Yaebobough, 
Washington,  D.C: 

The  conference  report  on  the  social  secu- 
rity bill  is  repugnant  to  human  needs  and 
dignity.  Social  security  benefit  levels  are 
totally  inadequate,  and  the  work-training 
requirements  imposed  on  mothers  by  the 
conference  report  are  unconscionable.  The 
welfare  benefit  freeze  will  impose  heavy  tax 
burdens  on  local  communities  and  adjust- 
ments in  old-age  assistance  and  welfare 
standards  may  deprive  the  poorest  of  our 


retired  citzens  of  any  income  increases  at 
all.  On  behalf  of  more  than  6  million  mem- 
bers of  the  industrial  union  department, 
AFL-CIO,  I  urge  you  to  vote  against  the 
social  security  conference  report  and  sub- 
sequently to  instruct  conferees  to  insist  on 
the  provisions  of  the  Senate  bill. 

Walter  P.  Reuther, 
President,  Industrial   Union  Depart- 
ment AFL-CIO. 

Miami  Beach,  Fla., 

December  11, 1967. 
Sen.  Ralph  W.  Yarborough, 
Washington,  D.C: 

AFL-CIO  considers  conference  report  on 
social  security  absolutely  inadequate.  Most 
of  Senate  provisions  designed  to  improve 
House  bill  have  been  abandoned.  Benefits  for 
OASDI  recipients  would  barely  exceed  al- 
ready increased  costs  of  living.  Retreats  on 
welfare  provisions  enacted  by  Senate  are 
travesty  on  America's  image  as  compassionate 
and  humanitarian  nation.  We  urge  every 
Senator  to  vote  against  this  deplorable  at- 
tack on  poor  and  underprivileged  and  re- 
quest another  conference  to  secure  passage 
of  an  adequate  social  security  bill. 

George  Meant, 
President,  AFL-CIO. 

Washington,  D.C. 

December  12, 1967. 
Senator  Ralph  Yarborough, 
Washington,  D.C: 

Farmers  Union  board  call  upon  the  Senate 
to  reject  the  social  security  conference  report. 

Farmers  Union  feels  that  the  conference 
report  might  push  welfare  concepts  back- 
ward 20  years.  Farmers  Union  continues  to 
support  the  plan  to  give  work  and  training 
opportunities  for  low  income  people  instead 
of  welfare  as  contained  in  the  Senate  ver- 
sion which  was  rejected  by  the  conferees. 

Farmers  Union  is  deeply  disappointed  that 
the  social  security  conference  report  failed 
to  give  significant  increases  in  social  security 
payments  above  a  cost-of-living  increase. 
There  is  little  question  that  the  bill  will 
leave  many  millions  on  social  security  with 
total  incomes  below  the  poverty  level,  and 
future  generations  without  adequate  retire- 
ment incomes. 

Farmers  Union  regrets  that  the  drug  lobby 
was  successful  in  eliminating  the  generic 
drug  provision  from  the  bill,  which  would 
save  an  estimate  of  $100  million  in  taxes  each 
year. 

Farmers  Union  urges  that  the  social  se- 
curity bill  be  reworked  by  the  Congress  early 
next  year. 

Tony  T.  Dechant, 
President,  National  Farmers  Union. 

Washington,  D.C, 

December  9, 1967. 
Senator  Ralph  W.  Yarbobotigh, 
Washington,  D.C: 

Urge  your  support  for  two  key  public  wel- 
fare amendments  to  H.R.  12080,  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1967  eliminated  by 
Senate-House  conferees  on  the  bill. 

Although  Senate  had  eliminated  the  AFDC 
freeze  and  liberalized  work  requirements  for 
mothers  with  children  on  assistance,  the  con- 
ference maintains  the  particularly  punitive 
provisions  passed  by  the  House. 

Charles  Schottland, 
President,  National  Association  of  Social 
Workers. 

Washington,  D.C, 

December  11, 1967. 
Senator  Ralph  Yarborough, 
Old  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

AVC  urges  rejection  conference  report  re- 
strictions on  welfare  payments  for  dependent 
children  and  parents. 

Dr.  Eugene  Byrd, 
National  Chairman,  American  Veterans 
Committee. 
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Washington,  D.C., 

December  11,  1967. 
Hon.  Ralph  Yarborough, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C.: 

The  executive  committee  of  the  Leadership 
Conference  on  Civil  Rights  urges  you  to  vote 
against  .the  conference  report  on  the  social 
security  bill.  What  started  out  as  a  social 
security  measure  has  become  an  instrument 
of  social  insecurity.  It  generates  pressure  to 
break  up  families.  Under  this  bill  fathers 
would  abandon  their  families  and  mothers 
would  be  forced  to  leave  their  children  and 
go  to  work.  The  war  on-  poverty  is  becoming 
a  war  on  the  victims  of  poverty.  Cities  now 
wracked  by  terrible  crises  would  be  faced 
with  the  intolerable  choice  of  leaving  poor 
people  destitute  or  trying  to  provide  for 
them  out  of  funds  they. do  not  have.  This  Is 
a  shocking  and  regressive  bill.  We  urge  you 
to  send  it  back  to  conference  and  instruct 
the  conferees  to  insist  on  the  Senate  provi- 
sions. 

Roy  Wilkins, 
Chairman  Executive  Committee,  Leader- 
ship Conference  on  Civil  Bights. 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  13,  1967. 

R.  Yarborough, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

ADA  opposes  the  social  security  amend- 
ments conference  report.  The  report's  pro- 
visions repudiate  needs  and  dignity.  ADA 
urges  you  to  vote  against  the  conference 
report  and  to  vote  for  the  previously  passed 
Senate  social  security  provisions. 
Very  respectfully, 

Leon  Shull, 
Director,    Americans    for  Democratic 
Action. 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  13, 1967. 
Senator  Ralph  W.  Yarborough, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Public  assistants  and  welfare  provisions  of 
1967  Social  Security  Amendments  approved 
by  conference  committee  represent  major  re- 
treat from  gains  won  over  many  years. 
Freezing  of  rolls  on  aid  to  dependent  chil- 
dren and  compulsory  work  programs  are  pun- 
itive and  regressive  in  effect  and  would  work 
hardship  not  only  on  the  poor  but  on  State 
and  municipal  welfare  resources.  We  urge 
your  firm  support  of  Senate  version  of  bill. 

Arthur  S.  Plemming, 
President,  National  Council  of  Churches. 

New  York,  N.Y., 
December  12, 1967. 
Hon.  Ralph  W.  Yar borough, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  Board  of  Social  Ministry,  Lutheran 
Church  in  America,  is  opposed  to  the  regres- 
sive public  welfare  measures  embodied  in  the 
conference  report  on  the  social  security 
amendments  of  1967.  We  support  you  in  your 
efforts  to  keep  the  substance  of  the  Senate 
bill. 

Cedric  W.  Ttlberg, 
Secretary  for  Program  and  Leadership. 

New  York,  N.Y.,  December  12, 1967. 
Hon.  Ralph  W.  Yarborough, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

We  urge  the  Senate  to  reject  the  report  of 
the  conference  committee  on  the  1967  social 
security  amendments.  The  medievalism  of  the 
public  welfare  provisions  far  outweighs  any 
gains  to  be  realized  from  increases  In  OASDI 
benefits.  We  have  a  deep  concern  for  the 
plight  of  the  elderly  but  the  additional  hard- 
ships to  be  Imposed  by  the  bill  on  already 
deprived  children  and  families  render  this 
bill  an  unsound  public  program.  The  con- 
ferees should  be  instructed  to  approximate 


the  bill  passed  by  the  Senate,  and  to  reject 
the  inhumane  and  regressive  House  bill.  Our 
committees  on  aging,  on  family  and  child 
welfare  and  on  health  join  us  in  urging  you 
to  return  the  proposed  bill  to  the  conference 
committee. 

John  H.  Mathias, 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Affairs, 
Community  Service  Society  of  New 
York. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  my 
distinguished  colleague  [Mr.  Metcalf] 
and  I  were  in  my  office,  meeting  with  the 
Secretaries  of  Defense,  Labor,  and  Com- 
merce relative  to  the  copper  situation 
which  affects  our  State  and  the  other 
States  in  the  Rocky  Mountain  west. 
While  I  was  there,  I  understand  that 
there  was  an  exchange  of  words  between 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Kennedy]  and  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd]  concerning  an  incident  whick  took 
place  earlier  today  having  to  do  with  the 
procedures  attached  to  the  considera- 
tion of  the  social  security  conference  re- 
port. 

The  situation  which  developed  was 
most  unfortunate.  But  I  must  say  that 
before  I  went  into  my  office  to  accept  and 
important  telephone  call,  I  did  ask  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia [Mr.  Byrd]  to  bring  the  morning 
hour  and  the  morning  business  to  a  con- 
clusion as  soon  as  possible,  so  that  the 
Senate  could  resume  the  consideration 
of  the  social  security  conference  report. 
I  did  so  because  I  wanted  to  provide  as 
much  time  for  debate  as  possible  for  all 
the  Senators  concerned,  to  enable  them 
to  have  an  opportunity  to  express  their 
views  pro  or  con  on  the  conference  re- 
port. 

I  may  say  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy]  that 
there  was  no  predetermined  move  on  the 
part  of  the  joint  leadership — and  I  as- 
sociate myself  with  the  manager  of  the 
bill,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  ,  and  the  secretary 
of  the  Democratic  conference,  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd].  There  was  nothing  underhanded 
in  the  procedure.  The  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  acted  in  accordance 
with  the  rules  of  the  Senate,  as  he  had  a 
right  to  do. 

I  think  it  fortunate  that  once  that  ac- 
tion had  been  taken,  the  Senate  as  a 
whole,  including  the  leadership — all  of 
them — was  able  to  agree  to  a  motion  for 
a  reconsideration  of  the  vote  on  the 
motion  to  agree  to  the  social  security 
conference  report. 

As  to  the  matter  of  a  time  limitation, 
which,  of  course,  reduced  the  period 
which  would  have  been  allowed  Senators 
who  wished  to  speak,  I  take  full  respon- 
sibility. I  did  approach  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Harris] 
and  asked  him  what  his  reaction  would 
be. 

He  said,  in  effect,  "It  looks  as  though 
we  are  in  a  bind.  If  you  can  agree  upon 
a  time  limitation,  I  am  sure  that  the 
group  with  which  I  am  associated  will 
be  agreeable  to  what  you  may  do." 

So  on  that  basis  I  took  it  upon  myself 
to  ask  for  a  vote  at  11  o'clock  tomorrow 
morning.  I  was  willing,  if  anybody  had 
requested  it,  that  "the  vote  go  over  until 
later. 


I  am  sorry  that  what  happened  this 
morning  did  occur.  I  repeat,  it  was  most 
unfortunate.  I  hope  it  never  happens 
again. 

However,  I  must  say,  although  the 
Senator  from  Montana  was  not  at  the 
time  acting  as  the  majority  leader,  he 
thinks  it  was  one  of  those  things  that 
happen  now  and  again,  it  was  accidental, 
most  unfortunate  but  not  premeditated, 
and  there  was  nothing  under  the  table 
connected  with  it. 

I  hope  the  Senator  from  New  York 
would  recognize  the  spirit  in  which  this 
statement  is  being  made  and  be  aware 
of  the  fact  that  as  far  as  the  leadership 
is  concerned,  the  action  taken  was  not 
predetermined.  When  I  say  "leadership" 
I  include  myself.  We  know  that  there  are 
times  when  under  pressure  Senators  do 
things  for  which  they  are  sorry  after- 
wards and  which  they  would  not  do  had 
they  given  the  situation  proper  consid- 
eration. 

Mr.  President,  I  make  this  statement 
only  to  clear  the  Record  and  try  to 
smooth  over  some  of  the  things  which  I 
understand  were  said  earlier  this  after- 
noon. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  want  to  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Montana  that  I  made  it  quite  clear  before 
the  Senator  came  in  what  my  feeling  is 
about  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  understood  that, 
and  I  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  What 
the  Senator  from  Montana  said  today, 
as  he  talks  about  this  matter,  is,  I  expect 
one  of  the  reasons  he  is  so  highly  re- 
spected and  held  in  such  affectionate  re- 
gard by  all  Senators  and  by  me  person- 
ally. He  is  not  only  dedicated  to  his  State 
and  to  the  country,  but  he  is  dedicated  to 
this  body.  He  is  obviously  a  man  who  is 
not  only  generous  but  pure  in  heart. 

I  say  that  about  the  Senator  from 
Montana  because  of  the  description  he 
gave  of  the  events  of  the  morning.  I  do 
not  intend  to  go  back  into  them  but  I 
think  the  majority  leader  of  the  Senate 
is  a  man  who  is  pure  in  heart.  Period. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  continue  a  little  bit  in  connection 
with  the  statement  of  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  Montana  with  regard  to 
the  conference  report. 

I  stayed  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
until  adjournment  last  night.  I  was  pre- 
pared to  make  a  statement  on  the  social 
security  conference  report  last  night. 

After  discussion  with  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee,  who  was  representing  the 
conferees  of  the  Committee  on  Finance 
in  the  majority  leader's  chair,  and  with 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia,  I  let 
them  know  I  did  desire  to  speak  in  some 
detail  on  some  phases  of  this  report  be- 
fore any  formal  action  was  taken. 

I  also  informed  both  of  my  colleagues 
that  I  would  like  to  go  to  the  Interior 
Committee  where  an  executive  session 
was  being  held  at  which  one  of  the  Indian 
Claims  (^mmissioners  was  going  to  be  up 
for  confirmation,  a  gentleman  from  the 
State  of  Montana  who  has  been  a  long- 
time friend  of  mine. 

It  was  with  some  dismay  and  surprise 
that  I  heard  during  the  course  of  that 
hearing  that  the  conference  report  had 
been  called  up  for  a  vote  and  passed 
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without  the  opportunity  of  my  having 
been  heard. 

I  am  grateful  to  my  colleague  from 
Montana  for  working  the  matter  out  so 
that  we  can  have  some  discussion  about 
this  report  before  the  final  vote  tomorrow 
at  11  o'clock. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  distinguished  junior  Senator 
from  Montana  is  precise  in  what  he  has 
said.  He  did  state  to  me  last  evening 
that  he  had  a  speech  to  make  and  he  said 
at  that  time  he  could  make  a  short  speech 
or  a  long  speech,  and  so  I  had  the  un- 
derstanding from  last  evening  that  the 
Senator  from  Montana  was  going  to 
speak. 

But  this  morning  when  the  majority 
leader  was  forced  to  leave  the  Chamber, 
as  he  stated  a  moment  ago,  he  asked  me 
to  close  the  morning  business  as  quickly 
as  we  could  and  to  lay  down  the  con- 
ference report  on  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967. 

I  had  no  premonitions  that  the  ques- 
tion would  so  quickly  occur  on  the  adop- 
tion of  the  conference  report.  When  the 
question  was  submitted,  and  there  were 
three  motions  or  questions  submitted,  as 
I  recall,  I  was  somewhat  surprised  myself 
that  no  Senator  protested,  but  I  did  not 
know  what  might  have  occurred  over- 
night. I  was  not  privy  to  any  conversa- 
tions that  might  have  occurred  over- 
night. It  was  all  a  cause  of  wonderment 
to  me  as  well  as  to  the  Senator  from 
Maryland.  But  I  made  the  motion  to 
table  the  motion  to  reconsider. 

However,  I  felt  that  as  long  as  some- 
one from  the  group,  opposing  the  confer- 
ence report  was  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate — the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Lattsche]  was  in  the  chair  and  he  pre- 
sented the  motions  clearly  and  deliber- 
ately— I  had  no  reason  to  believe  any- 
thing other  than  that  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  was  fully  aware  of  what  was 
going  on. 

I  could  not  be  sure  under  the  circum- 
stances that  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Metcalf]  had  not  decided  over- 
night not  to  make  a  speech. 

So  I  am  sorry  it  all  happened.  I  think 
it  was  most  unfortunate.  But  again  I  say, 
and  I  hope  Senators  will  believe,  that 
Senators  are  men,  men  of  their  word, 
and  men  of  honor. 

I  can  only  say  I  am  sorry  that  the  mat- 
ter developed  as  it  did,  but  certainly 
there  was  no  intention  on  my  part  to 
deceive  any  Senator,  to  take  advantage 
of  any  Senator,  or  to  do  anything  under- 
handed, in  offering  the  motion  to  table 
the  motion  to  reconsider. 

I  expect  that  more  than  any  Senator 
in  this  Chamber  I  have  this  year  sought 
to  delay  rollcalls  for  the  junior  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy].  I  have 
sought  to  protect  him  on  rollcalls  time 
after  time,  and  I  would  gladly  do  so 
again.  But  I  cannot  help  but  be  resent- 
ful when  it  is  implied  that  the  leader- 
ship, and  I  included  in  that,  has  entered 
into  any  attempt  to  do  something  under- 
handed or  in  disregard  of  the  rights  of 
other  Senators. 

I  cannot  erase  what  has  happened.  I 
could  have  entered  an  objection  to  the 
unanimous-consent  request  which  re- 
sulted in  reviving  the  matter  and  delay- 


ing a  vote  until  tomorrow  had  I  wanted 
to,  but  I  did  not  wish  to. 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  thank  my  colleague 
from  West  Virginia  for  that  informa- 
tion. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  want 
the  Record  to  show  that  I  was  completely 
sincere,  honest,  and  aboveboard  for 
my  part,  and  I  feel  that  the  same  can 
be  said  for  all  parties  in  the  joint  leader- 
ship. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Does  not  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  desire  to  have  me  yield  to 
him  at  this  point? 

Mr.  MILLER.  If  the  Senator  would  be 
good  enough  to  yield  to  me  for  a  brief 
comment,  I  would  appreciate  it  very 
much. 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  am  delighted  to  do 
so. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  the  other 
day  we  had  before  us  a  conference  re- 
port on  the  military  pay  bill.  Before  it 
came  over  from  the  House,  I  advised  our 
staff  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  that  I 
wanted  a  rollcall  vote  on  it.  I  was  neces- 
sarily absent  at  the  time  the  bill  passed 
the  Senate,  but  I  was  assured  that  this 
could  be  arranged  and  would  be  ar- 
ranged. The  conference  report  came  to 
the  Senate  and  due  to  an  error  in  com- 
munication, I  was  not  notified,  the  bill 
was  passed  on  a  voice  vote,  and  the  mo- 
tion to  reconsider  was  tabled.  After  that, 
I  got  in  touch  with  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  and  apprised 
him  of  what  had  occurred.  He  knew 
nothing  about  it.  He  was  quite  con- 
cerned about  it. 

I  want  the  Record  to  show  that  he  was 
ready  to  do  anything  he  could  to  get  the 
Senate  to  reconsider  that  vote  so  that  I 
would  have  the  opportunity  for  the  roll- 
call  vote  I  had  desired. 

I  took  this  matter  up  with  the  major- 
ity leader  and  with  the  Senator  from 
Georgia,  who  had  managed  the  bill.  I 
think  that,  had  I  pushed  it,  they  would 
have  agreed  to  that  very  thing  as  a  mat- 
ter of  consideration  to  me.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  in  consideration  of  them,  I  finally 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  it  would  be 
better  not  to  push  my  request.  However, 
I  want  the  Record  to  show  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia  was  ready,  will- 
ing, and  able  to  do  anything  he  could, 
even  though  he  had  not  had  any  part  in 
what  had  occurred. 

I  sometimes  think  that  some  of  my 
colleagues  might  show  the  same  defer- 
ence to  other  Members  of  the  Senate  as 
I  do.  Sometimes,  it  is  not  easy  to  do 
that.  But  after  all,  we  are  a  group  of 
100  Members.  We  have  to  get  along  with 
each  other  unless  it  is  something  that 
is  going  to  affect  most  of  the  Members 
of  the  Senate.  So  that  perhaps  it  is  bet- 
ter not  to  push  this  matter  too  far. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
have  already  said,  I  was  on  the  floor 
yesterday  and  listened  with  a  great  deal 
of  interest  to  the  Senator'f  rom  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Long]  and  other  Senators  who  were 
conferees  and  introduced  and  discussed 
the  conference  report  on  social  security. 

I  listened  and  approved  of  portions  of 
their  report.  It  is  one  of  the  largest  bills 
on  social  security,  with  respect  to  mon- 
ey, ever  to  be  presented  to  this  body.  It 
carries  a  13-percent  increase  in  social 


security  benefits  which  is  substantial  but 
not  enough,  in  my  opinion,  in  view  of  the 
delay  in  passing  the  bill  and  the  delay 
in  bringing  up  the  social  security  bene- 
fits. But,  it  is  a  substantial  increase,  an 
increase  in  the  minimum  rate  from  $44 
to  $55,  an  $11  increase, 'which  is  a  con- 
siderable increase.  If  a  man  must  live 
on  $44  and  gets  a  25-percent  increase, 
that  is  quite  a  bit.  But  not  enough  still, 
in  my  opinion.  I  thought  that  we  should 
have  a  minimum  substantially  higher. 

The  President  recommended  and  the 
Secretary  of  HEW  came  before  both 
bodies  and  suggested  that  we  have  a 
minimum  substantially  higher.  This 
body  and  the  Finance  Committee 
thought  that  the  minimum  should  be 
15  percent  and  $70,  but  they  came  in 
with  a  report  on  the  minimums.  I  would 
have  acquiesced,  as  I  have  acquiesced  in 
many  of  the  other  reports  in  the  years 
since  I  came  to  Congress,  because  those 
things  would  have  been  corrected  over 
the  years  and  we  would  have  another 
opportunity  to  increase  social  security 
benefits. 

I  was  also  impressed  and  I  concurred 
in  and  agreed  with  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee, 
and  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  in 
their  discussion  of  some  of  the  medicare 
benefits  which  would  accrue  to  recipients 
of  medicaid  and  medicare  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  conference  report,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  House  bill,  and 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Senate  bill. 

There  are  improvements  in  the  phases 
of  social  security  and  welfare  programs 
which  I  applaud  and  approve;  but,  I  do 
deplore  the  conference  report  because 
of  the  things  that  we  are  doing  to  the 
mothers,  their  children,  and  the  poor  of 
America. 

It  has  been  very  thoroughly  explored 
by  the  fine  statement  which  has  been 
made  by  the  Senator  from  New  York,  but 
I  still  want  to  discuss  it  in  further  detail. 

I  feel  that  had  we  had  the  opportunity 
to  discuss  this  special  phase  of  the  con- 
ference report,  the  impact  upon  our 
States  and  our  tax  systems,  and  our  con- 
cept of  what  we  should  do  for  the  poor 
and  needy,  it  might  have  resulted  in  a 
whole  change  of  opinion,  not  only  of  the 
Senate,  but  also  in  the  whole  group  of 
States  and  among  our  constituents  all 
over  America. 

Now  when  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
introduced  the  report,  he  started  to  talk 
about  the  amendments  that  were  re- 
jected. He  suggested  that  perhaps  it  was 
presumed  the  Senate  conferees  would 
look  after  their  own  amendments  rather 
than  the  other  amendments  offered  by 
their  colleagues,  or  those  adopted  on  the 
floor.  He  enumerated  a  number  of  the 
amendments  which  the  various  confer- 
ees lost,  some  that  he  lost  in  conference, 
some  that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
the  Senator  from  Georgia,  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Florida  lost,  and  some  sug- 
gested by  the  Senator  from  Delaware, 
the  Senator  from  Kansas,  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska,  all  of  whom  are 
conferees. 

Then  he  said: 

The  House  conferees  were  denied  but  the 
bill  we  agreed  on  makes  major  improvements 
in  the  entire  Social  Security  Act. 
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Then  he  discussed  some  of  the  amend- 
ments some  of  the  other  Senators  had, 
and  they  had  a  colloquy  about  the  spe- 
cial drug  amendment  which  I  supported 
and  voted  for.  I  also  supported  the 
amendment  to  make  drugs  cheaper  for 
the  poor  of  America,  to  obtain  drugs  pres- 
cribed by  their  generic  names  rather  than 
by  special  tr~de  names  and  get  to  the 
people  important  and  valued  drugs  at 
much  cheaper  rates. 

Then  he  said  about  that  amendment: 
In  some  respects  we  got  even  more  than 
we  tried  to  get,  even  though  we  did  not  act- 
ually get  all  that  we  had  hoped  for.  In  the 
long  run  we  might  eventually  have  ended  up 
with  something  better  than  we  had  hoped 
to  get.  I  am  very  much  pleased. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  also  made 
this  statement : 

So  that  there  will  be  no  misunderstand- 
ing, and  because  some  persons  might  seek  to 
create  the  impression  that  the  Chairman  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
is  an  arrogant,  unreasonable,  and  unbend- 
ing person,  may  I  say  that  no  one,  in  my 
judgment,  tiould  be  farther  from  the  truth 
to  suggest  such  a  t"  ing. 

Mr.  President,  I  had  the  honor  and  the 
privilege  of  representing  the  First  Dis- 
trict of  Montana  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives for  8  years.  For  one  term  of 
that  period,  I  served  on  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee.  My  chairman  was 
Wilbur  Mills,  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
kansas. As  I  looked  over  the  conference 
report,  every  one  of  those  members  who 
signed  it  as  managers  on  behalf  of  the 
House  were  men  with  whom  I  had  served 
in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Every  one  had  been  a  colleague  of 
mine  for  most  of  the  years  I  served  in 
the  House,  and  all  of  them  were  on  the 
committee  when  I  served. 

I  have  said  before,  and  I  want  to  say 
here  officially  today,  that  Chairman 
Mills  of  the  House  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  is  one  of  the  ablest,  most 
intelligent,  and  best  chairmen  in  Con- 
gress. I  said  before  that  he  is  one  of  the 
most  knowledgeable  men  on  social  se- 
curity and  on  tax  affairs  that  I  know  of 
in  the  United  States,  and  that  takes  in 


the  Internal  Revenue  Service,  the  Treas- 
ury Department,  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Economic  Affairs,  and  so  forth. 

I  have  the  highest  respect  for  the 
chairman  of  that  committee.  I  have  the 
highest  respect  and  regard  for  many  of 
my  former  colleagues  over  there.  But  I 
did  not  say  these  things  about  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee  and  I  did  not  make 
these  suggestions  about  whether  they 
were  arrogant,  or  intemperate,  or  hard 
to  get  along  with. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  said  that. 

He  said : 

I  might  say  that  they  were  determined  not 
to  accept  the"  provisions  of  this  conference 
report. 

He  said: 

...  a  mother  who  could  refuse  with  im- 
punity to  accept  a  good  Job — 

That  was  not  the  question,  but  to  ac- 
cept any  job — 

when  it  was  offered  to  her  because  she  would 
rather  live  on  the  public  dole. 

It  was  that  sort  of  attitude  the  House 
committee  refused  to  accept. 
He  said  further: 

I  regret  very  sincerely  that  I  was  not  able 
to  persuade  the  House  Members  to  agree  to 
the  Byrd  amendment. 

He  said  further  on  another  amend- 
ment: 

We  met  concerted  opposition,  not  only 
from  the  House  conferees,  but  from  the  ad- 
ministration as  well. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  said  on 
another  amendment: 

I  want  to  make  it  very  clear  to  every  Sena- 
tor that  the  Senate  conferees  were  advised 
in  no  uncertain  terms  that  they  would  not 
agree  to  these  provisions. 

And  so  on.  His  statement  is  replete 
with  suggestions  that  the  House  was 
adamant;  that  they  would  not  go  along; 
and  it  was  because  of  those  suggestions 
that  some  of  us  who  serve  on  the  com- 
mittee felt  that  perhaps  they  had  not 
been  quite  as  persuasive  as  the  House 
managers;  that  our  conferees,  in  a  couple 
of  afternoons,  had  abandoned  the  provi- 
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sions  that  went  into  the  bill  in  the  form 
of  amendments  in  the  committee  and  on 
the  floor. 

We  held  hearings  over  weeks.  We  com- 
piled a  record  of  2,000  pages  of  testi- 
mony. We  held  executive  committee 
meetings  for  many  days,  trying  to  cor- 
rect the  things  that  we  found  wrong  in 
the  House  bill — not  to  draft  a  new  bill, 
not  to  go  along  with  the  legislation  that 
was  sent  over  to  the  House  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, but  to  make  suggestive 
Changes  that  were  needed.  Yet,  in  a  cou- 
ple of  afternoons,  our  Senate  conferees 
were  persuaded  by  the  greater  persuasive 
abilities  of  our  colleagues  in  the  other 
body,  and'  they  abandoned  most  of  the 
major  amendments  that  were  put  in  the 
bill  in  committee  and  during  debate  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

That  is  why  some  of  us  felt  that  this 
matter  should  be  brought  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  country  by  rather  more  ex- 
tended debate  than  we  would  be  per- 
mitted in  one  afternoon  or  a  couple  of 
hours,  or  that  we  will  be  permitted  as  the 
result  of  the  unfortunate  parliamentary 
situation  that  has  now  occurred. 

A  lot  of  my  amendments  did  not  get 
adopted.  I  am  not  complaining  about 
that.  I  will  offer  them  again.  I  shall  sug- 
gest some  of  them  that  should  have  been 
adopted,  in  the  course  of  this  discussion. 
But  were  it  not  for  the  so-called  freeze  in 
aid  to  families  with  dependent  children, 
I  would  not  be  on  the  floor  discussing  this 
conference  report  today. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
schedule  that  I  have  just  obtained  from 
the  Library  of  Congress  showing  that  27 
legislatures  will  not  meet  in  1968.  I  also 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  schedule 
concerning  legislative  sessions,  from 
"The  Book  of  the  States,  1966-67,"  be 
printed  in  the  Record.  These  schedules 
point  up  the  problem  the  States  will  be 
faced  with  when  the  freeze  goes  into 
effect. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Years  in  Sessions  convene  Limitations  on  length  of  sessions  Special  sessions 

State  or  other  which 


jurisdiction  sessions  Legislature  may 

are  held  Month  Day  Regular  Special         Legislature  may  call       determine  subject 


Alabama  _  Odd..   May   1st  Tuesday  1   36  L.   36  L.   No.   fi  vote  those  present 

Alaska    Annual   January  ,.  4th  Monday    None   30  C...  _  Yes   .  Yes  '. 

Arizona  do  do   2d  Monday...    63  C  J.  20  C>    Petition  %  members..  Yes*. 

Arkansas   Odd    do    do    60  C.   15  C  »   No   (»). 

California  ..          Annual11    do.   Odd  Monday  after  Jan.  1   120C   None.   No   _  No. 

February   Even  1st  Monday.  _    30  C     

Colorado   do   January   Wednesday  after  1st  Tuesday   160  C  »   None   No    No. 

Connecticut...   Odd    do   Wednesday  after  1st  Monday.   150  C  »   None   Yes   Yes. 

Delaware   Annual'    do   Odd  1st  Tuesday    90  L   303   No   Yes. 

February   Even  1st  Tuesday      30  I       

Florida.    Odd   April  _,  Tuesday  after  1st  Monday     60  C  •   20  C '»   ('»)    Yes". 

Georgia..   Annual   January   Odd  2d  Monday    45  C  u   (P)    Petition  %  members Yes*. 

 do   Even  2d  Monday...     40  C      _   

Hawaii   Annual'          February   Odd  3d  Wednesday   60  C"   30  C".   (»)    00. 

 do   Even  3d  Wednesday    30  C"      _ 

ldaho_    Odd.   January   Monday  after  Jan.  1.   60C»   20  C   No.  _  No. 

Illinois    do    do   Wednesday  after  1st  Monday    None"   None   No   No. 

Indiana    do  do   Thursday  after  1st  Monday   61  C...  _  40  C   No  _  yes. 

Iowa    do    do   2d  Monday     None   None   No     Yes.0 

Kansas   Annual"  do   Odd  2d  Tuesday    90  L«   30  L«   No    Yes. 

 do   Even  2d  Tuesday   30  C         

Kentucky   Even    do   Tuesday  after  1st  Monday     60 1   None   No...  _  No. 

Louisiana   Annual'          May   Even  2d  Monday   60  C   30  C  _  Petition  2/3  elected  No." 


 do   Odd  2d  Monday  _   30  C. 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 


members  each  bouse. 
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Years  in  Sessions  convene  Limitations  on  length  of  sessions  Special  sessions 

State  or  other  which 


jurisdiction  sessions  „  „     ,  «...,.,.  Legislature  may 

are  held  Month  Day  Regular  Special  Legislature  may  call       determine  subject 


None. 
30  C. 
None, 
None. 
None. 
None. 
60  C._ 
60  C. 


No.. 
No.. 
Yes. 
No.. 
No.. 
No.. 
No.. 
No.. 


None   Petition  %  members- 


Maine  ..    .-   Odd  —  January   1st  Wednesday..     None  

Maryland    Annual..  —.do   3d  Wednesday  _   70  C  

Massachusetts  do  ...do   1st  Wednesday  :   None  

Michigan   .-do..  do   2d  Wednesday  —do.. 

Minnesota   Odd  do   Tuesday  after  1st  Monday  —  120  I  

Mississippi    Even   do  do  -  None  

Missouri  .   Odd..  do   Wednesday  after  Jan.  1   195  C  «... 

Montana  -   Odd  do-.   1st  Monday..   60  C  

Nebraska    Odd  do   1st  Tuesday.     None..... 

Nevada  Odd   do   3d  Monday   60  C  «   20  C  «   No 

New  Hampshire   Odd  do   1st  Wednesday..   July  1 »_   15  L  3   Yes 

New  Jersey  Annual  do   -2d  Tuesday   None   None   (">). 

New  Mexico" do  «   do   Odd  3d  Tuesday   60  C   30  C  »   Yes 

 do   Even  3d  Tuesday  _   30  C...  _  

New  York   Annual   .do   Wednesday  after  1st  Monday —   None  

North  Carolina...'         Odd   February   do  -   120  C«___ 

North  Dakota    Odd   January   Tuesday  after  1st  Monday   60  L  

Ohio    Odd   do   1st  Monday.     None  

Oklahoma  _.   Odd    do..         Tuesday  after  1st  Monday.   None  

Oregon    """  .   Odd   do   2d  Monday     None  

Pennsylvania"   Annual «.  do   1st  Tuesday..     None  

Rhode  Island  do__  ...do   do   60  L 

South  Carolina  do  do   2d  Tuesday.    None  

South  Dakota  Annual"  ..do   Odd  Tuesday  after  3d  Monday...   45  L  

 do   Even  Tuesday  after  1st  Monday     30  I  

Tennessee   Odd    do   1st  Monday   75  C  »  

Texas  Odd   do   2d  Tuesday     140  C  

Utah  .   Odd    do   2d  Monday.    60  C  

Vermont  Odd   do   Wednesday  after  1st  Monday    None  

Virginia  Even  do   2d  Wednesday   60C«»._ 

Washington   Odd  J   do   2d  Monday   60  C  

West  Virginia   Annual*          ....do   Odd  2d  Wednesday   60  C*... 

 do   Even  2d  Wednesday    30C23... 

2d  Wednesday.   None  

2d  Tuesday...   40  C  

2d  Monday   1UC«". 


None.. 
25  C  3. 
None.. 
None.. 
None.. 
None.. 
None.. 
None.. 
40  L  a. 
None.. 


No.. 
No.. 
No.. 
No.. 
No  2. 
No... 
No.. 
No.. 
No.. 
No... 


20  C  '   No  

30  C   No  

30  C    No   

None   No  

30  C  « »   Petition  %  members.. 

None   No..  

 do   Petition  %  members- 


Wisconsin   Odd  

Wyoming..   Odd  

Puerto  Rico   Annual — 


.do. 
.do. 
.do- 


None. 


20. 


No. 
No. 
No. 


Yes. 
Yes. 
Yes. 
No. 
Yes. 
No. 
No. 
No. 
No. 
No. 
Yes. 
Yes. 
Yes.  a> 

No. 
Yes. 
Yes. 
No. 
No. 
Yes. 
No. 
No. 
Yes. 
Yes. 

No. 
No. 
No. 
Yes. 
Yes. 
Yes. 
No. 

No. 
Yes. 
No. 


'  Legislature  meets  quadrennially  on  2d  Tuesday  in  January  after  election  for  purpose  of 
organizing, 
s  Unless  Governor  calls  and  limits. 

« Indirect  restriction  on  session  length.  Legislators'  pay,  per  diem,  or  daily  allowance  ceases 
but  session  may  continue.  In  Colorado  the  160-day  limitation  applies  to  the  legislative  biennium. 
In  New  Hampshire  travel  allowance  ceases  after  July  1  or  90  legislative  days,  whichever  occurs  first. 

*  If  legislature  convenes  itself. 

4  Governor  may  convene  general  assembly  for  specified  purpose.  After  specific  business  is 
transacted,  a  %  vote  of  members  of  both  houses  may  extend  sessions  up  to  15  days. 
«  Budget  sessions  held  in  even-numbered  years,  except  in  Louisiana. 
i  Exclusive  of  Saturdays  and  Sundays. 

» Approximate  length  of  session.  Connecticut  session  must  adjourn  by  1st  Wednesday  after 
1st  Monday  in  June,  Missouri's  by  July  15,  and  Puerto  Rico's  by  Apr.  30. 

•  Length  of  session  may  be  extended  by  30  days,  but  not  beyond  Sept.  1,  by  %  vote  of  both 
houses. 

1020  percent  of  the  membership  may  petition  the  Secretary  of  State  to  poll  the  legislature; 
upon  affirmative  vote  of  %  of  both  houses  an  extra  session,  no  more  than  30  days  in  length,  may  be 
called.  Extra  sessions  called  by  the  Governor  are  limited  to  20  days. 

u  Convenes  for  no  longer  than  12  days  to  organize.  Recesses  and  then  reconvenes  2d  Monday  in 
February  for  not  more  than  33  calendar  days.  Budget  presently  considered  in  odd-year  session 
only. 

•2  70-day  session  limit  except  for  impeachment  proceedings  if  Governor  calls  session;  30-day 
limit  except  for  impeachment  proceedings  if  Governor  calls  session  at  petition  of  legislature, 
u  30-day  limit  except  for  impeachment  proceedings. 

The  Library  of  Congress, 

Washington,  D.C. 
REGULARLY  scheduled  sessions  of  state 

LEGISLATURES  IN  1968 

[State  and  convening  date] 
Alaska:  Jan.  22. 
Arizona:  Jan.  8. 
California:  Jan.  1. 
Colorado:  Jan.  3. 
Delaware:  Jan.  2. 
Georgia:  Jan.  8. 
Hawaii:  Feb. 21. 
Kansas:  Jan.  9. 
Kentucky:  Jan.  2. 
Louisiana:  May  12. 
Maryland:  Jan.  17. 
Massachusetts :  Jan.  3. 
Michigan:  Jan.  10. 
Mississippi:  Jan.  2. 
New  Jersey:  Jan.  9. 
New  Mexico:  Jan.  1§. 
New  York:  Jan.  3. 
Pennsylvania:  Jan.  2. 
Rhode  Island:  Jan.  2. 
South  Carolina:  Jan.  9. 
South  Dakota:  Jan.  2. 
Virginia:  Jan.  10. 
West  Virginia:  Jan.  10. 
Adapted  from  table,  "Legislative  Sessions,' 
pp.  46-17,  "Book  of  the  States,  1966-67." 


14  Governor  may  extend  any  session  for  not  more  than  30  days.  Sundays  and  holidays  shall  be 
excluded  in  computing  the  number  of  days  of  any  session. 

Legislature  may  convene  in  special  session  on  45th  day  after  adjournment  to  act  on  bills 
submitted  to  the  Governor  less  than  10  days  before  adjournment  if  Governor  notifies  the  legis- 
lature he  plans  to  return  them  with  objections. 

«  By  custom  legislature  adjourns  by  July  1,  sinee  all  bills  passed  after  that  day  are  not  effectiv 
until  July  1  of  following  year. 

"  Iowa  constitution  requires  the  Governor  to  inform  both  houses  of  the  general  assembly  the 
purpose  for  which  a  special  session  has  been  convened. 

'«  Unless  legislature  petitions  for  special  session.  However,  no  special  session  may  be  called 
during  the  30  days  before  or  the  30  days  after  the  regular  fiscal  sessions  jn  the  odd  years  without 
the  consent  of  %  of  the  elected  members  of  each  house  of  the  legislature. 

19  Petition  by  majority  of  members  of  each  house  to  Governor  who  then  "shall"  call  special 
session. 

20  Limitation  does  not  apply  if  impeachment  trial  is  pending  or  in  process.  Legislature  may  call 
in  30-day  "extraordinary  session  if  Governor  refuses  to  call  session  when  requested  by  H  of 
legislature. 

21  Governor  may  convene  senate  alone  in  special  session. 

22  May  be  extended  up  to  30  days  by  ?£  vote  of  each  house,  but  without  pay. 

23  Must  be  extended  by  Governor  until  general  appropriation  passed;  may  be  extended  by 
%  vote  of  legislature. 

24  Session  may  be  extended  by  adoption  of  joint  resolution. 

Source:.  "The  Book  of  the  States,  1966-67,"  vol.  XVI,  the  Council  of  State  Governments,  Chicago  III. 


Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  the 
other  night  when  I  listened  to  President 
Johnson's  talk-  to  the  AFL-CIO  conven- 
tion in  Miami,  hei-ecalled  that  when  he 
was  a  Member  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives he  had  voted  for  a  minimum 
wage  law  of  25"  cents  an  hour.  That  re- 
minded me  of  the  first  time  I  participated 
in  a  legislative  body  as  a  member  of  the 
house  of  representatives  in  the  Montana 
Legislature.  In  1937,  I  voted  for  a  mini- 
mum wage  law  of  30  cents  an  hour.  At 
that  time,  I  served  on  the  Social  Security 
Committee  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives of  the  Legislature  of  Montana.  That 
was  the  year  when  the  various  legisla- 
tures throughout  the  country  adopted 
amendments  to  their  laws  to  take  care 
of  the  amendments  President  Roosevelt 
and  the  New  Deal  Congress  had  put 
through  Congress  in  the  preceding  year. 

That  was  the  year  when  we  changed 
our  concepts  of  how  to  take  care  of  those 
who  were  poor,  underprivileged,  and  un- 
employed, take  them  from  the  county 
poor  farm  and  the  county  workhouse, 
and  put  them  through  a  welfare  pro- 


gram. That  was  the  year  we  in  the  State 
of  Montana  passed  the  first  State  ap- 
propriation for  social  security  and  for 
public  welfare. 

In  those-  days  public  welfare  ran  con- 
siderably ahead  of  social  security  in 
many  cases,  especially  in  benefits  to  the 
aged.  Old-age  assistance  is  declining 
these  days,  and  social  security  benefits 
are  increasing;  and  that  is  as  it  should 
be,  because  social  security  benefits  are 
accruing  to  more  and  more  people,  and 
more  and  more  people  are  beginning  to 
enjoy  the  privilege  of  being  off  the  relief 
rolls. 

So,  in  those  days,  in  all  the  State  legis- 
latures, as  in  Montana,  we  passed  legis- 
lation that  provided  that  State  appro- 
priations would  take  care  of  both  wel- 
fare and  social  security  provisions  and 
unemployment  compensation,  which  was 
a  problem  at  that  time. 

In  many  of  the  States,  as  in  Montana, 
those  appropriations  are  made  for  2 
years. 

We  took  it  out  of  the  hands  of  the 
county  commissioners  and  boards  of  su- 
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pervisors  of  the  cities  and  various  other 
agencies,  and  put  it  in  the  hands  of 
State  public  welfare  agencies.  I  think  the 
thing  we  did  in  those  days  was  a  great 
exercise  of  federalism — to  close  debtors' 
prisons,  poor  farms,  workhouses,  and  be- 
gin payments  to  people  and  try  to  let  the 
poor  and  impoverished  exist  with  some 
dignity. 

We  have  continued  that  kind  of  con- 
cept over  all  the  years  that  have  ensued 
since,  until  this  bill  was  passed  and  this 
provision  for  aid  to  families  with  de- 
pendent children  was  adopted.  I  refer  to 
the  so-called  freeze.  That  is  described  on 
page  60  of  the  conference  report,  under 
the  subheading,  "Limitation  on  Number 
of  Children  With  Respect  to  Whom  Fed- 
eral Payments  May  Be  Made."  That  is  a 
part  of  the  material  that  was  put  in  the 
Record,  so  far  as  the  conference  report 
is  concerned.  It  can  be  found  at  the  place 
where  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  in- 
serted it  in  the  Record  under  this  head- 
ing. 

I  read  from  the  conference  report  re- 
lating to  amendment  No.  214,  section 
208: 

Amendment  No.  214:  Section  208  of  the 
House  bill  amended  section  403  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  provide  that  the  number  of 
children  receiving  AFDC  with  Federal  finan- 
cial participation  in  any  State  for  any  quar- 
ter after  1967  because  of  the  absence  of  a 
parent  from  the  home  may  not  represent  a 
proportion  of  the  total  under-21  population 
of  the  State  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  in- 
volved which  is  larger  than  the  corresponding 
proportion  for  the  first  quarter  of  1967. 

The  Senate  amendment  removed  this  limi- 
tation from  the  bill. 

The  conference  agreement  includes  the 
House  provision,  but  bases  the  limitation  on 
the  number  of  children  under  18  receiving 
aid  as  compared  to  the  total  under- 18  popu- 
lation of  the  State  instead  of  taking  into 
account  children  up  to  21,  uses  the  first 
quarter  of  1968  instead  of  the  first  quarter 
of  1967  as  the  base  quarter  for  purposes  of 
the  comparison,  and  makes  the  limitation 
effective  after  June  30,  1968,  instead  of  after 
December  31,  1967. 

This  very  bad  concept  was  not  attacked 
by  the  Senate  conferees.  Rather,  they 
boasted  that  they  had  made  some  cor- 
rections in  the  House  bill  by  moving  the 
effective  date  of  the  so-called  freeze  from 
January  1967  to  January  1968,  and 
changing  from  21  to  18  the  proportion 
granted.  That  is  a  very  minor  and  very 
small  change.  It  does  not  in  any  way 
affect  the  principle  of  the  freeze  and  does 
not  in  any  way  affect  the  concept  that 
we  shall  shut  the  children  of  these 
mothers  off  on  July  1,  1968,  on  the  basis 
of  the  proportion  that  they  were  to  the 
population  as  of  January  1,  1968. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Kennedy]  and  other  Senators 
suggested  that  we  cannot  control  the 
birth  rate  and  say  that  no  children  shall 
be  born  after  January  1,  after  New  Year's 
Day,  1968.  He  suggested  that  we  cannot 
control  the  rate  of  migration  of  rural 
families  from  the  farms  to  the  cities.  "Of 
course  we  cannot. 

We  cannot  even  control  the  migration 
rate  of  Stokely  Carmichael  when  he 
wants  to  travel  outside  the  United 
States,  to  say  nothing  of  migration  back 
and  forth  from  the  rural  areas  to  the 
urban  areas. 


Yet  we  are  saying  to  the  States  that 
after  June  30,  they  will  not  receive  any 
Federal  assistance  for  any  children  born 
after  the  1st  of  January  1968,  or  any 
children  whose  families  moved  into  the 
area  after  that  date  unless  there  is  a 
comparable  outflow  of  children.  That  is 
what  I  am  talking  about.  That  is  what 
many  of  us  feel  is  going  to  cause  dis- 
tress, disaster,  hunger,  and  further 
poverty  in  this  country,  this  summer, 
and  until  it  is  repealed. 

During  the  course  of  the  debate  yes- 
terday, the  Senator  from  Louisiana  said, 
"Well,  we  left  it  up  to  those  who  know, 
thpse  experts  who  know  more  about 
welfare." 

I  challenge  that  statement.  More  than 
150  people  who  are  true  experts,  who 
do  know  about  welfare  and  about  the 
impact  of  such  a  provision  as  we  made, 
and  such  a  provision  as  the  House  agreed 
to — the  impact  on  the  poverty  stricken 
and  the  welfare  recipients  of  the  Na- 
tion— testified  before  the  committee. 
The  other  day  I  put  into  the  Record  a 
list  of  people  who  opposed  this  so-called 
freeze  before  the  Senate  committee. 

Mr.  President,  the  only  persons  who 
came  in  to  testify  before  the  Finance 
Committee  in  support  of  the  House  pro- 
vision were  the  representative  of  -a 
Council  of  State  Chambers  of  Com- 
merce, and  the  Puerto  Rico  Medical  As- 
sociation. More  than  150  experts — true 
experts — formally  opposed  this  provi- 
sion, including  the  Governors  of  13 
States,  a  statement  from  the  -National 
Council  of  Governors,  members  of  pub- 
lic welfare  commissions  from  many 
States,  and  members  of  such  organiza- 
tions as  the  National  Council  of  Negro 
Women,  the  National  Council  of  Senior 
Citizens,  and  others. 

Yesterday  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa read  into  the  Record  a  telegram 
from  the  National  Council  of  Senior 
Citizens  in  which  the  members  of  That 
council,  through  its  executive  board, 
suggested  that  the  National  Council  of 
Senior  Citizens  did  not  want  to  have  an 
increase  of  13  percent  in  benefits,  or  a 
minimum  of  $11  per  month,  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  mothers  and  children  of 
poverty  stricken  America. 

That  was  not  a  new  concept  or  a  new 
idea  as  far  as  the  National  Council  of 
Senior  Citizens  was  concerned  after  the 
bill  passed,  because,  in  the  course  of  the 
hearings,  at  page  1075  of  the  hearing 
record,  the  representative  of  the  Na- 
tional Council  of  Senior  Citizens,  John 
W.  Edelman,  president  of  that  council, 
said: 

Most  shocking  of  all  the  provisions  of  the 
House-passed  social  security  bill  are  its  sav- 
age restrictions  on  Federal  aid  for  relief  of 
the  poor. 

Under  this  bill,  relief  to  poor  families 
could  be  shut  off  entirely  or  a  poor  family 
could  have  relief  payments  reduced  by  ar- 
bitrarily cutting  off  adults  from  relief  and 
children  could  be  removed  by  court  order 
and  placed  with  strangers  for  care. 

So  great  is  the  concern  of  National  Council 
members  over-  this  threat  to  children  of  the 
poor  that  I  have  received  many  letters  from 
members  who,  despite  their  own  need  for  a 
meaningful  social  security  increase,  offer  to 
forgo  an  increase  If  this  will  protect  poor 
children  from  the  plight  that  awaits  them 


if  the  House-passed  social  security  bill 
should — God  forbid — become  law. 

Our  members,  who  have  raised  famines, 
know  the  importance  of  family  life  to  chil- 
dren and  can  understand  the  hurt  inflicted 
on  them  when  they  are  arbitrarily  deprived 
of  family  life. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  other  distinguished 
committee  members,  the  welfare  restrictions 
of  the  House-passed  social  security  bill  de- 
liberately discriminate  against  cities  like 
New  York,  Chicago,  Detroit,  Cleveland,  New- 
ark, and  other  communities  with  large 
ghetto  areas  teeming  with  the  outcasts  of 
our  changing  agricultural  system. 

The  bill  does  nothing  to  prevent  the  mi- 
gration of  agriculture's  human  rejects  to 
city  ghettos.  This  migration  will  continue. 
Restrictive  welfare  measures  proposed  in  the 
House-passed  bill  are  not  likely  to  change 
this  historic  movement  from  the  farms  to 
the  cities. 

I  appeal  to  the  committee  and  the  Senate 
to  show  compassion  for  these  victims  of  a 
changing  technology  in  agriculture.  I  plead 
With  you  to  lighten,  ratner  than  add  to  the 
heavy  burden  the  unfortunate  poor  in  city 
slums  must  bear. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  for  nearly  a 
full  year  the  Congress  has  been  debating 
the  social  security  bill.  It  is  most  un- 
fortunate, therefore,  that  at  this 
eleventh  hour  in  the  session  the  Senate 
is  faced,  virtually  on  a  take-it-or-leave- 
it  basis,  with  a  conference  report  con- 
taining public  welfare  provisions  opposed 
by  nearly  every  group  and  individual  ap- 
pearing before  the  Finance  Committee 
during  hearings  on  the  social  security 
bill  and  by  the  majority  of  the  Senate  as 
<?videnced  by  the  votes  taken  on  the  bill 
3  weeks  ago. 

I,  of  course,  am  disappointed  with  the 
social  security  benefit  levels  in  the  bill. 
Certainly  a  15-percent  increase  in  bene- 
fits, with  a  minimum  of  $70  per  month, 
is  not  too  much  to  ask  in  view  of  today's 
cost  of  living.  As  most  social  security 
beneficiaries  know  from  experience, 
anyone  living  on  a  fixed  income  has  been 
fighting  a  losing  battle  in  this  infla- 
tionary period. 

At  this  point,  however,  I  would  like  to 
call  particular  attention  to  my  deep  con- 
cern with  the  provisions  of  title  n,  the 
public  welfare  amendments.  Just  6 
months  ago  the  deep  social  unrest  in  our 
urban  areas  exploded  in  the  violence  of 
Newark,  Detroit,  and  some  50  other 
cities  around  the  Nation.  Evidence  of  the 
problems  in  our  core  cities  continues  to 
mount  almost  daily.  Thus  it  is  particu- 
larly distressing  to  find  that  we  are  pre- 
sented with  a  bill  which  is  retrogressive 
in  nature  and  which  represents  a  sig- 
nificant departure  from  what  has  been  a 
humanitarian  approach  to  the  problems 
of  the  poor  in  our  cities. 

If  anything  has  been  learned  in  the 
past  several  months  from  the  Newarks, 
the  Plainfields,  and  the  Detroits,  it  is 
that,  as  a  Nation,  we  can  no  longer  ignore 
the  deep  and  bitter  feelings  of  frustra- 
tion and  despajr  of  those  trapped  in  the 
poverty  cycle.  Yet  the  punitive  provisions 
of  the  welfare  amendments  can  only  ex- 
acerbate the  tensions  in  the  ghettos. 

The  bill  before  us  would  use  compul- 
sion to  put  parents  receiving  aid  to  fam- 
ilies for  dependent  children — AFDC — 
into  work  training  programs.  Contrary  to 
the  philosophy  of  the  Senate-approved 
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bill,  it  assumes  that  mothers  of  young 
children  should  work  rather  than  take 
care  of  their  children.  It  also  rejects"  the 
Senate  provision  that  families  of  unem- 
ployed fathers  should  be  eligible  for 
AFDC  payments. 

The  provisions  intended  to  encourage 
welfare  recipients  to  find  jobs  can  hardly 
be  called  incentives.  The  job-training  al- 
lowance we  approved  three  weeks  ago  has 
been  cut  from  $20  a  week  to  $30  a  month. 
This  comes  to  approximately  $7  a  week 
or  just  about  enough  for  bus  fare.  The 
amount  of  outside  earnings  a  recipient  is 
permitted  to  keep  over  and  above  his  wel- 
fare payment  has  also  been  substantially 
reduced. 

By  placing  a  freeze  on  the  number  of 
AFDC  children  for  whom  States  can  re- 
ceive matching  Federal  funds,  the  con- 
ference committee  report  ignores  popula- 
tion migration  patterns  which  are  caused 
by  forces  of  national  scope,  such  as  un- 
employment, automation,  and  the  de- 
cline of  rural  wages  and  jobs. 

Many  large  cities  have  become  in-mi- 
gration  areas.  Because  the  migrants  gen- 
erally come  from  deprived  areas,  are 
functionally  illiterate,  untrained,  and 
lacking  in  employable  skills,  many  of 
them  becomes  almost  immediately,  wel- 
fare cases.  My  own  State  of  New  Jersey 
has  the  third  highest' rate  of  in-migra- 
tion  in  the  Nation,  with  the  heaviest  flow 
moving  into  the  older  cities. 

In  protesting  the  conference  commit- 
tee bill,  officials  of  Essex  County,  N.J., 
where  Newark  is  located,  informed  me 
only  today  that  while  the  total  popula- 
tion of  Newark  has  declined  in  recent 
years,  the  welfare  case  load  has  in- 
creased sharply.  Since  1960  the  number 
of  Essex  County  AFDC  cases,  87  percent 
of  which  are  in  the  city  of  Newark,  has 
quadrupled  and  the  costs  have  increased 
by  4.63  percent.  During  this  same  period 
of  time,  the  Federal  contribution  to  the 
Essex  County  AFDC  load  has  declined 
from  42  to  33  percent. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  point  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  three  telegrams,  all  directed 
to  me. 

The  first  is  from  Philip  K.  Lazaro,  di- 
rector of  the  Essex  County  Welfare 
Board. 

The  second  is  from  Lloyd  W.  Mc- 
Corkle,  commissioner  of  the  Department 
of  Institutions  and  Agencies  of  the  State 
of  New  Jersey. 

The  third  telegram  is  from  Walter  C. 
Blaisi,  Essex  County  supervisor,  C.  Stew- 
art Hausmahn,  Essex  County  freeholder, 
Thomas  R.  Farley,  Essex  County  free- 
holder, and  Hymen  B.  Mintz,  Essex 
County  freeholder. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele- 
grams were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Newark,  N.J., 
December  13,  1967. 

Hon.  Clifford  W.  Case, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

We  strongly  object  to  the  provision  in  H.R. 
12080  relating  to  the  arbitrary  freezing  of 
Federal  participation  in  payments  to  needy 
families  at  the  January  1968  level  for  the 
following  reasons:  1.  With  the  national  mi- 
gration of  needy  people  from  rural  to  urban 
areas,  caseloads  In  urban  areas  continue  to 


grow  rapidly.  The  freeze  would  therefore 
penalize  every  urban  area  by  requiring  them 
to  bear  a  larger  share  of  the  cost.  In  Essex 
County  for  instance,  while  the  total  popula- 
tion has  remained  relatively  static,  the 
demographic  makeup  has  changed  as 
middle-class  families  have  moved  out  and 
the  underprivileged  have  moved  in.  As  a  re- 
sult costs  in  Essex  for  the  ADC  program 
alone  have  risen  from  $8,000,000  in  1960  to 
a  projected  $45,000,000  in  1968.  2.  .This  freeze 
further  intensifies  the  local  financial  prob- 
lem in  that  the  Federal  Government  in  these 
years  has  contributed  at  flat  $22  per  person 
in  ADC  despite  mandated  rises  in  assistance 
grants,  thus  forcing  local  government  to 
carry  an  increasing  percentage  of  cost.  In 
Essex,  for  instance,  the  Federal  share  in  1960 
amounted  to  42  percent  of  the  total.  In  1968 
it  is  projected  at  33  percent.  Rather  than 
freeze  present  Federal  aid  we  strongly  urge 
an  increase  in  the  per  capita  payment  as 
well  as  elimination  of  the  freeze  provision. 

We  respectfully  urge  you  to  take  whatever 
affirmative  action  you  can  with  respect  to 
the  points  raised  herewith. 

Philip  K.  Lazaro, 
Director,  Essex  County  Welfare  Board. 

Trenton,  N.J., 
December  12, 1967. 

Hon.  Clifford  P.  Case, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

New  social  security  legislation,  HR  12080 
as  reported  out  of  Senate-House  conference 
contains  provision  freezing  Federal  partici- 
pation in  aid-to-families-of -dependent-chil- 
dren program.  If  adopted  this  can  be  cata- 
strophic for  New  Jersey,  particularly  our  ur- 
ban centers.  New  Jersey  will  suffer  because 
1 — It  is  nationally  recognized  that  the  num- 
ber of  welfaVe  recipients  has  been  maintained 
at  a  low  level  in  New  Jersey  and  2 — New  Jer- 
sey has  the  third  highest  rate  of  in-migration 
in  the  Nation.  Freeze  on  Federal  participa- 
tion would  place  the  entire  cost  of  increased 
loads  on  State,  county,  and  municipal  gov- 
ernments. 

Lloyd  W.  McCorkle, 
Commissioner,  Department  of  Institu- 
tions, and  Agencies,  State  of  New  Jer- 
sey. 

Newark,  N.J., 
December  11, 1967. 

Hon.  Clifford  P.  Case, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

Immigration  escalating  welfare  cost  creat- 
ing crisis  in  Essex  County.  Urge  you  oppose 
restrictions  on  and  fight  for  liberalization 
of  welfare  provisions  of  Sociai  Security  Act. 
Walter  C.  Blasi, 

Essex  County  Supervisor. 
C.  Stewart  Hattsmann, 

Essex  County  Freeholder. 
Thomas  R.  Farley, 

Essex  County  Freeholder 
Hymen  B.  Mintz, 

Essex  County  Freeholder. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  is  less  Fed- 
eral support  to  our  metropolitan  areas  to 
be  our  answer  to  the  urban  problem?  Are 
we  to  express  our  commitment  to  the 
most  serious  problem  in  our  Nation  by 
accepting  a  bill  which  punishes  rather 
than  helps  those  who  need  help  the  most? 
This  kind  of  response  is  not  just  short- 
sighted. For  the  disadvantaged  and  the 
poverty  stricken,  it  contains  the  seeds  of 
deeper  disillusionment  and  bitterness. 

Forcing  those  on  welfare  to  bear  the 
burden  of  our  national  confusion  and 
frustrations  will  not  halt  the  changes  oc- 
curring in  our  society,  nor  does  it  repre- 
sent a  responsible  answer  to  the  Nation's 


problems  of  race  and  poverty.  I,  there- 
forevurge  the  Senate  to  reject  the  con- 
ference report  and  to  insist  on  the  public 
welfare  provisions  of  the  Senate  bill. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I,*  too,  as 
did  my  colleague,  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Case]  rise  to  protest  the 
deeply  unjust  provisions  contained  in  the 
conference  report. 

Nobody  knows  better  than  I  the  charm 
and  blandishment  of  voting  "aye"  on  a 
conference  report  of  this  character  on 
the  ground  that  it  does  nice  things  for  a 
lot  of  wonderful  people. 

Mr.  President,  these  very  same  people, 
however,  do  not  in  their  own  names  wish 
to  see  harm  and  injustice  done  to  a  lot 
of  other  dear  people  who  deserve  to  re- 
ceive the  help  of  our  Government. 

They  know  and  I  know  that,  even  if 
this  conference  report  were  rejected  it 
would  only  take  another  24  hours  for  the 
conferees  to  be  back  with  another  report 
which  would  correct  the  rather  barbarous 
inequities  contained  in  this  report. 

I  think  that  is  very  important,  because 
due  to  events  over  which,  let  us  assume, 
nobody  had  a  control,  to  be  as  kind  as 
possible  to  our  colleague,  our  efforts  to 
put  over  consideration  of  this  report 
were  aborted. 

We  are  now  face  to  face  with  the  ad- 
journment rush  and  the  voting  deadline, 
and  no  opportunity  whatever  is  afforded 
to  alert  the  people  of  the  country  as  to 
what  is  at  stake  here  and  why. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  received  tele- 
grams sent  by  the  Governor  of  the  State 
of  New  York  and  by  the  mayor  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  expressing  in  eloquent 
terms  their  opposition  to  what  is  here 
contrived,  and  their  reasons. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  telegram  addressed  to  me  by 
a  distinguished  labor  leader,  Walter 
Reuther,  president  of  the  Industrial  Un- 
ion Department  of  the  AFL-CIO,  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record.  In 
this  telegram  he  speaks  of  the  conference 
report  as  being  "repugnant  to  human 
needs  and  dignity." 

There  being  no  objection,  the  telegram 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Washington,  D.C, 

December  11, 1967. 

Senator  Jacob  K.  Javtts, 
Washington,  D.C: 

The  conference  report  on  the  social  secu- 
rity bill  is  repugnant  to  human  needs  and 
dignity.  Social  security  benefit  levels  are 
totally  inadequate,  and  the  work-training  re- 
quirements imposed  on  mothers  by  the  con- 
ference report  are  unconscionable.  The  wel- 
fare benefit  freeze  will  impose  hgavy  tax 
burdens  on  local  communities  and  adjust- 
ments in  old-age  assistance  and  welfare 
standards  may  deprive  the  poorest  of  our 
retired  citizens  of  any  income  increase  at 
all.  On  behalf  of  more  than  six  million  mem- 
bers of  the  Industrial  Union  Department, 
AFL-CIO,  I  urge  you  to  vote  against  the 
social  security  conference  report  and  sub- 
sequently to  instruct  conferees  to  Insist  on 
the  provisions  of  the  Senate  bill. 

Walter  P.  Reuther, 
President,  Industrial  Union  Department, 
AFL-CIO. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
that  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Metcalf],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Harris!,  and  the  junior  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy]  who 
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were  all  righting  so  forcefully  should  re- 
ceive the  thanks  of  the  country  for  the 
burden  they  have  had  to  carry  on  this 
matter. 

It  seems  to  me  that  what  has  to  be 
made  clear  is  that  the  social  security  in- 
crease, inadequate  as  it  is,  would  not  go 
down  the  drain  if  we  postponed  action 
on  this  report.  There  is  no  jeopardy  about 
that.  Nobody  will  even  know  what  went 
on,  as  far  as  that  is  concerned.  No  one 
would  receive  increased  checks  until 
March  in  any  case.  Therefore,  the  idea  of 
slowing  down  a  bit  and  rousing  the  wel- 
fare organizations  and  decent  citizens 
and  marshaling  the  Governors  was 
sound.  And  they  should  be  roused.  But 
we  have  now  found  ourselves  in  this 
trap — compelled  to  consent  to  a  vote  to- 
morrow. However,  that  is  by  no  means 
the  end  of  the  matter. 

If  this  measure  is  as  wrong  as  I  think — 
and  it  is — then  there  will  be  a  chance  to 
right  it  in  the  new  Congress. 

All  of  us  have  ultimately  to  face  the 
people,  and  we  will  have  to  face  them 
in  1968. 

There  will  be  plenty  of  time  to  make 
this  case  and  make  it  effectively.  Con- 
gress has  a  way  of  reacting  to  the  senti- 
ments of  the  country;  I  say  to  my  col- 
league, the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Metcalf],  who  was  kind  enough  to  yield 
to  me.  If  the  sentiments  are  expressed 
well  enough  and  strongly  enough,  the 
people  will  get  action  next  year  in  the 
Senate  and  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. 

That  is  why  I  felt  that  the  feelings 
expressed  so  strongly  by  the  Governor 
and  the  mayor  of  New  York  are  very 
useful.  They  represent  18  million  people, 
almost  10  percent  of  the  Nation.  It  is  a 
very  progressive  State. 

I  am  sure  that  many  other  individuals 
and  officials  in  other  States  will  feel  the 
same  way  and  express  their  feelings  and 
make  their  weight  felt  in  Congress. 

I  hope  that  my  colleagues  will  not  feel 
that  the  ball  game  is  over  just  because 
the  situation  we  face — which,  as  I  say,  is 
just  one  of  those  acts  of  God — has  made 
it  impossible  to  marshal  public  senti- 
ment right  now. 

All  that  was  desired  was  that  the  mat- 
ter go  over  until  2  days  after  we  return 
on  January  15. 

I  repeat,  no  one  would  have  been  in 
the  least  discommoded.  The  social  secu- 
rity recipients  would  not  even  have 
known  it  happened,  because  they  would 
not  receive  their  first  checks  until  March 
of  1968,  anyway,  and  we  have  every  as- 
surance that  their  checks  would  have 
been  sent  out  just  the  same  if  this  report 
were  dealt  with  in  January  instead  of 
now.  But  it  suits  those  who  do  not  take 
our  point  of  view  to  press  the  matter 
now.  They  have  prevailed  in  terms  of  the 
parliamentary  situation  we  face  and  in 
which  our  effort  was  aborted  by  the 
highly  controversial  events  of  this 
morning. 

What  we  must  do  now,  in  my  judgment, 
is  to  make  strongly  apparent  how  serious 
is  the  case  in  order  to  arouse  sentiment 
to  support  that  case.  I  have  never  seen 
Congress  fail  to  respond  when  there  was 
sufficient  outcry,  and  especially  when  it 
was  based  on  just  cause. 


The  single  most  unjust  aspect  of  this 
bill  is  the  freeze  placed  on  Federal  pay- 
ments under  the  AFDC  program.  This  is 
really  like  plowing  under  little  pigs  or 
holding  back  little  children  or  reserving 
the  cure  for  cancer  because  it  is  good 
for  us  to  suffer. 

Mr.  President,  the  proponents  of  the 
bill  say  that  it  will  help  to  reduce  Fed- 
eral welfare  expenditures.  Certainly,  it 
will.  But  it  will  not  help  to  reduce  welfare 
expenditures  borne  by  decent  people  liv- 
ing in  communities  where  the  size  of  the 
welfare  rolls  will  depend  upon  the  wel- 
fare requirements,  not  upon  the  words  of 
the  Federal  law.  They  will  have  to  carry 
the  full  cost,  without  any  Federal  help. 
It  is  particularly  burdensome  upon  those 
very  areas  of  the  country  which,  because 
of  their  superior  opportunities  and  their 
superior  performance,  are  attracting 
migration  of  people  of  low  economic  in- 
come and  low  training — people  who  come 
from  Puerto  Rico  and  from  the  Deep 
South  and  other  areas  of  the  country  to 
find  exactly  what  these  States,  which 
have  enlightened  policies,  give  them. 

The  welfare  rolls  of  these  areas  will 
inevitably  increase.  Indeed,  the  mayor 
of  New  York  says  that  the  New  York  City 
burden  will  rise  by  $50  to  $70  within  18 
months.  That  is  what  is  at  stake  here. 
New  York — and  I  am  sure  it  is  true 
of  Philadelphia,  Chicago,  Boston,  and 
cities  in  the  States  of  almost  every 
Member  of  the  Senate — will  not  allow 
children  to  go  uncared  for  when  they 
urgently  need  welfare. 

The  result  of  this  unjust  amendment 
will  be  to  force  up  real  estate  taxes  in 
those  very  municipalities  where  they  are 
trying  to  cope  with  their  responsibilities. 
Mind  you,  this  is  a  national  problem, 
because  we  have  no  control  over  the 
movement  of  population  in  this  country. 
I  believe  it  is  estimated  that  not  less  than 
5  million  Negroes  have  moved  up  from 
the  South  within  the  last  decade.  A  tre- 
mendous migration  to  New  York,  for 
example,  has  taken  place  in  the  last  20 
years,  from  Puerto  Rico,  giving  us  de- 
sirable citizens.  They  will  be  wonderful 
citizens  in  a  very  short  period  of  years. 
In  the  meantime,  they  represent  a  na- 
tional movement  of  population  for  whose 
responsibility  the  Nation,  in  this  iniqui- 
tous amendment,  washes  its  hands. 

Mr.  President,  for  myself — and  I  feel 
very  deeply  that  it  should  be  the  rule 
for  the  others  who  are  engaged  in  this 
effort — the  elimination  of  this  freeze 
should  be  one  of  the  major  tasks  during 
the  next  session  of  Congress. 

Another  key  provision  of  the  confer- 
ence report  which  is  most  objectionable 
deals  with  the  new  so-called  work  incen- 
tive program.  This  is  a  euphemism  de- 
signed to  sugar  over  what  is  really  com- 
pulsory work  for  mothers,  something 
which  you  would  hardly  dream  of  in  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States. 

We  had  on  the  Senate  floor — and,  in- 
deed, the  Senate  committee  had  done  it 
itself — succeeded  in  ameliorating  the 
original  work  provisions  of  the  House 
bill.  We  had  exempted  mothers  with 
preschool  children  from  mandatory 
work,  and  had  also  barred  compulsory 
work  during  non-school  hours  for  moth- 
ers who  actually  cared  for  school  children 


16  or  under.  These  salutary  exemptions 
were  struck  out  in  conference. 

Even  the  provision  specifically  allow- 
ing the  States  to  create  categories  of 
exemption  was  dropped,  purportedly  for 
the  reason  that  it  was  redundant.  It  was 
not  redundant,  for  the  bill,  as  it  left  the 
Senate,  specifically  allowed  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to 
issue  criteria  under  which  States  could 
exempt  persons  from  the  compulsory 
work  program.  That  important  Federal 
power  to  establish  guidelines  is  now  out 
of  the  bill,  and  the  matter  is  left  in  State 
control — exactly  what  has  caused  the 
trouble  before  this. 

Also  extremely  distasteful  to  me  is  the 
fact  that  welfare  payments  for  families 
in  which  a  parent  refuses  to  work  with- 
out good  cause  are  henceforth  to  be  made 
in  the  form  of  protective  or  vendor  pay- 
ments. Mr.  President,  nothing  is  more 
calculated  to  break  down  morale  and 
family  life  than  these  protective  and  ven- 
dor payments.  The  words  "protective 
payments"  are  also  a  euphemism,  be- 
cause they  interpose  a  third  party  into 
the  family  as  the  provider  and  purchaser 
of  elementary  goods  and  services,  and 
this  seriously  undermines  family  integ- 
rity and  stability.  It  would  be  difficult  to 
think  of  a  better  mechanism  to  lead  to 
more  broken  homes  and  more  disrupted 
family  life  than  we  have  here.  And  we 
further  complicated  the  matter  by  allow- 
ing the  use  of  vendor  payments — that  isr 
payments  directly  to  those  who  supply 
services — an  untried  and  long  discredited 
system  of  providing  the  essentials  of  life 
through  government  arrangements  with 
merchants. 

Of  course,  our  conferees  also  gave  in 
on  the  enlightened  floor  amendment, 
which  I  had  long  championed,  to  make 
the  welfare  program  applicable  on  a  na- 
tionwide basis  even  where  there  is  a  man 
in  the  house,  and  to  take  away  the  dis- 
cretion to  deprive  such  families  of  wel- 
fare payments. 

Mr.  President,  the  conference  report 
deserves  much  greater  detailed  and 
critical  consideration  than  it  will  receive 
today  and  tomorrow.  We  should  have  had 
an  opportunity  to  vote  it  down  and  to  in- 
struct our  conferees  to  return  to  the  con- 
ference table  to  eliminate  some  of  its 
worst  provisions.  Instead,  we  will  be 
forced  to  vote  on  it  on  a  take-it-or-leave- 
it  basis — a  vote  that  makes  a  rejection  of 
the  conference  report  much  more  diffi- 
cult. But  these  issues  must  be  faced.  That 
it  what  we  are  here  for. 

Mr.  President,  I  join  with  my  col- 
leagues, for  that  reason,  in  rising  to  pro- 
test against  the  injustice  and  against 
the  situation  which  has  brought  us  to  it. 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  am  grateful  to  the 
Senator.  In  the  course  of  my  comments 
I  shall  elaborate  on  the  important  work 
that  the  Senator  is  doing  in  the  confer- 
ence on  education,  in  an  effort  to  solve 
the  problem  of  poverty  in  America,  and 
the  problem  of  the  welfare  of  people  who 
are  unemployed.  The  Senator  from  New 
York,  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania, 
and  others  are  working  on  the  problem  of 
education  for  our  people  and  are  not 
attempting  to  cut  them  off  the  welfare 
rolls. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
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Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  New  York  mentioned  the 
fact  that  there  was  no  question  that  this 
13 -percent  increase  in  social  security 
benefits  and  the  $55  minimum  would  be 
promptly  passed  and  that  there  is  no 
question  in  anybody's  mind,  too,  that 
the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  would  go  forward  and  prepare 
himself  to  issue  the  checks  under  the 
present  legislation  and  under  any  other 
legislation  which  would  be  adopted  in 
changing  these  other  matters  that  would 
not  go  into  effect  until  the  1st  of  March, 
and  that  those  checks  would  be  forth- 
coming at  that  time. 

That  was  the  matter  I  was  just  pre- 
paring to  go  into  when  I  yielded  to  the 
Senator  from  New  York,  because  I  had 
suggested  that  back  at  the  time  we  held 
hearings  in  the  Senate  Finance  Commit- 
tee on  this  bill  the  president  of  the  Na- 
tional Council  of  Senior  Citizens,  the 
group  that  is  most  affected  by  this  legis- 
lation providing  a  13 -percent  increase 
and  a  $55  minimum,  said  they  did  not 
want  to  have  that  increase  if  it  meant 
they  would  have  to  accept  the  House- 
passed  social  security  bill  with  the  so- 
called  freeze. 

The  House  wanted  it.  We  wanted  it. 
The  administration  wanted  it.  We 
wanted  the  increase.  Some  of  us  wanted 
more  than  15  percent.  Some  of  us  felt 
the  minimum  should  be  more  than  $55. 

It  would  not  have  been  a  matter  of 
24  hours  from  the  time  this  body  had 
rejected  the  conference  report  before 
they  would  have  been  back  with  some 
provision  to  take  care  of  those  people. 

Even  if  the  matter  had  gone  over  until 
2  days  after  this  Congress  reconvened 
In  the  second  session,  as  has  been  sug- 
gested, there  would  still  have  been  time 
for  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  to  issue  the  checks 
provided. 

During  the  course  of  his  discussion, 
the  Senator  from  New  York  -  said  that 
one  of  the  reasons  why  he  was  not  on  the 
floor  this  morning  was  that  he  was  par- 
ticipating as  the  ranking  minority  mem- 
ber in  the  conference  on  the  education 
bill.  At  that  time  I  mentioned,  and  I 
want  to  reiterate,  that  the  way  to  take 
care  of  this  situation  with  respect  to 
people  on  public  welfare,  people  who  are 
unemployed  and  unable  to  earn  enough 
money  to  take  care  of  dependent  chil- 
dren, is  not  to  kick  them  off  welfare,  not 
to  return  them  to  the  debtors'  prisons  or 
poor  farms  or  workhouses,  but  to  let 
them  compete  in  a  modern  society. 

Many  people  have  said  that  we  now 
have  a  third  generation  drawing  welfare. 
That  is  not  the  failure  of  the  program. 
That  is  our  failure.  That  is  the  failure  of 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  and 
the  Republican  and  Democratic  admin- 
istrations over  the  years.  That  is  the 
failure  of  the  legislatures  and  the  Gov- 
ernors of  the  various  States  of  the  Union 
in  not  providing  the  kind  of  work-train- 
ing programs  and  vocational  education 
and  educational  opportunities  so  people 
can  get  themselves  out  of  the  morass  of 
welfare  year  in  and  year  out  and  have 
the  opportunity  to  take  a  useful  place  in 
society  and  earn  the  kind  of  wages  and 
salaries  they  are  capable  of  earning  if 
they  have  the  right  opportunity. 


The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  appeared  and  testified  be- 
fore the  committee.  I  regret  very  much 
that,  apparently,  the  administration  has 
accepted  this  freeze  or  the  very  limited 
change  that  came  out  of  the  conference 
report  at  this  time.  But  the  administra- 
tion had  not  accepted  it  when  the  Sec- 
retary came  before  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee.  He  said,  with  respect  to 
working  mothers  and  what  is  going  to 
happen  to  the  children,  that  what  really 
matters  is  what  happens  to  individual 
members  of  the  families. 

Let  me  read  from  what  he  said: 

What  really  matters  Is  what  happens  to 
each  family.  A  mother  might  appear  to  be  a 
good  candidate  for  work  and  training  on 
several  grounds,  yet  special  circumstances 
might  make  it  desirable  for  her  to  delay  en- 
trance Into  the  program.  If  determinations 
are  made  according  to  rigid  formulas  in- 
flexibly applied,  If  lack  of  imagination  and 
foresight  characterize  action  at  the  decision 
level,  then  the  result  can  only  be  grief  for  the 
individuals  and  families  involved  and  defeat 
of  the  purposes  of  the  program,  which  are 
to  strengthen  the  family  and  move  it  toward 
independence. 

All  things  considered,  we  believe  that  the 
establishment  of  training  programs  should 
be  mandatory  upon  the  States,  but  voluntary 
as  far  as  the  APDC  mothers  are  concerned. 
We  believe  that,  with  the  universal  existence 
of  work  training  programs  and  day  care  ar- 
rangements so  wisely  provided  in  the  House 
bill,  plus  the  $20  incentive  payments  provided 
in  the  administration  proposals  plus  the 
prospect  of  reasonable  income  exemptions, 
a  very  high  percentage  of  mothers  will  want 
to  be  trained  and  will  want  to  go  to  work. 

The  work-training  projects  offer  great  op- 
portunities but,  like  all  opportunities,  they 
must  be  exploited  with  wisdom  as  well  as 
energy.  We  must  be  sure  that  we  are  not  pre- 
paring candidates  for  nonexistent  jobs.  But 
I  would  hope  that  we  could  go  beyond  merely 
giving  vocational  training  for  already  exist- 
ing or  conventional,  particularly  dead  end, 
jobs — that  at  least  some  of  the  projects 
would  be  consciously  aimed  at  creating  new 
careers  in  new  kinds  of  jobs  for  the  partici- 
pants. 

The  people  who  know,  to  use  the  phrase 
used  by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana, 
unanimously  testified  against  the  House 
bill  and  against  the  freeze  and  against 
making  mothers  work.  Yet  that  is  pro- 
vided in  this  bill.  An  assistant  professor 
at  the  University  of  Utah,  who  was  a 
member  of  the  graduate  school  of  social 
work  in  that  Institution,  suggested  that 
while  the  provisions  for  additional  day 
care  service  and  foster  care  are  much 
needed,  unless  we  are  willing  to  encour- 
age stronger  family  life  by  providing 
more  adequate  support  for  the  child  in 
his  home,  there  is  a  danger  of  disrupting 
families  unnecessarily. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  excerpts 
from  her  testimony  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Excerpts  Prom  Testimony  op  Miss  Zella  D. 

Allred,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  Assistant 

Professor,  University  op  Utah  Graduate 

School  op  Social  Work 
Re  H.R.  12080. 
Hon.  Russell  B.  Long, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Long  :  I  am  very  much  con- 
cerned over  some  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ments to  the  public  assistance  provisions  of 
the  Social  Security  Act.  May  I  take  this  means 


of  drawing  to  the  committee's  attention  those 
provisions  which  I  think  will  tend  to  defeat 
a  major  purpose  of  the  program  to  strengthen 
family  life. 

***** 

The  proposed  amendment  to  Section  402A, 
which  would  withhold  assistance  from  a  rela- 
tive or  dependent  child  who  refused  to  par- 
ticipate in  a  work  training  program  is  un- 
necessarily punitive  and  again  fails  to  recog- 
nize the  complicated  factors  that  go  into 
such  dependency. 

There  are  two  points  in  Section  201a  of 
H.R.  12080,  Sub-Sections  15  and  16,  which 
may  be  detrimental  to  the  overall  objective 
of  strengthening  family  life.  Emphasis  on 
"assuring  to  the  maximum  extent  possible 
that  such  relative,  child,  and  individual  will 
enter  the  labor  force  and  accept  employment 
so  that  they  will  become  self-sufficient"  may 
not  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  child  or  in 
long-range  planning  for  family  stability.  Al- 
though this  Is  qualified  by  reference  to  "ap- 
propriate cases"  this  qualification  is  fre- 
quently overlooked  In  employment  planning. 
I  have  seen  a  number  of  instances  in  which 
mothers  have  been  encouraged  to  go  to  work 
to  the  detriment  of  our  future  generation. 
***** 

The  provisions  for  additional  day  care  serv- 
ices and  foster  care  are  again  very  much 
needed,  but  unless  we  are  willing  to  encour- 
age stronger  family  life  by  providing  more 
adequate  support  for  the  child  in  his  own 
home  there  is  again  danger  of  disrupting 
families  unnecessarily. 

I  sincerely  trust  that  your  committee  will 
give  careful  consideration  to  these  partic- 
ular points. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Miss  Zella  D.  Allred,  ACSW, 

Assistant  Professor. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  Lawrence  Speiser, 
of  the  American  Civil  Liberties  Union, 
testified  very  eloquently  about  this  com- 
pulsory work  training  program.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  excerpts  from 
his  testimony  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Statement  op  Lawrence  Speiser,  Director, 
Washington  Office,  American  Civil  Lib- 
erties Union 

b.  compulsory  work-training  programs  for 
afdc  adults  and  out-of-school  children 

OVER  16 

Section  204  of  H.R.  12080  requires  the  states 
to  set  up  work-training  programs  for  the 
"appropriate"  adults  and  children  over  16 
who  are  not  in  school.  In  the  words  of  the 
Committee  report.  "If,  without  good  cause, 
any  appropriate  child  or  relative  refuses  to 
accept  a  work  or  training  assignment,  or  re- 
fuses to  accept  employment  or  training 
offered  through  the  state  employment  service 
(or  that  is  otherwise  offered  by  an  employer) 
he  will  have  his  assistance  discontinued  upon 
verification  that  of  this  refusal  and  specific 
evidence  that  the  offer  of  training  or  employ- 
ment Is  a  bona  fide  one." 

We  feel,  fundamentally,  that  the  very 
power  to  arbitrarily  compel  a  person  to  ac- 
cept employment,  is  inimical  to  a  free  society 
and  in  conflict  with  the  Thirteenth  Amend- 
ment prohibition  against  involuntary  servi- 
tude and  a  denial  of  the  equal  protection  of 
the  laws. 

Mothers,  in  a  program  so  heavily  involved 
with  fatherless  homes,  are  heavily  affected  by 
Section  204.  We  insist  it  Is  a  denial  of  equal 
protection  and  due  process  either  to  withhold 
aid  from  a  "needy  family  where  the  mother 
refuses  to  leave  her  young  children  to  work 
or  to  compel  her  to  work  In  order  to  receive 
aid.  The  condition  of  poverty  Is  not  a  rea- 
sonable basis  to  deprive  a  mother  of  the  right 
to  remain  with  her  children  if  she  feels  they 
need  her  and  we  must  recognize  that  the 
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right  of  a  mother  to  rear  her  children  is  a 
right. 

Nor  can  we  appropriately  empower  the 
state  to  make  the  decision  whether  a  parti- 
cular mother's  determination  not  to  leave 
her  children  is  "good  cause"  for  refusing  em- 
ployment. Section  204  lends  itself  to  the  same 
implementation  as  state  "employable  mother" 
rules  such  as  the  Georgia  act  now  being 
challenged  on  equal  protection  and  due  proc- 
ess grounds  in  Anderson  v.  Schefer,  Civil  No. 
10443,  N.D.  Ga.,  Sept.  20,  1966. 

The  complaint  alleged  that  "in  practice, 
the  policy  has  the  intended  effect  of  de- 
priving large  number  of  Negro  families  of 
AFDC  benefits  and  of  maintaining  an  avail- 
able supply  of  Negro  laborers  for  agri- 
cultural employment  in  Georgia.  County 
boards  in  rural  areas  terminate  AFDC  eli- 
gibility for  Negro  mothers  as  of  a  certain 
date  each  year  regardless  of  whether  em- 
ployment is  actually  available.  White 
mothers  are  usually  exempted  from  the  work 
obligation  because  farm  labor  traditionally 
is  not  'suitable'  for  them." 

The  hearing  of  the  Mississippi  Advisory 
Committee  to  the  U.S.  Commission  on  Civil 
Rghts  held  early  ths  year  in  Jackson 
further  ilhistrated  the  dangers  of  this  sec- 
tion. The  hearings  delved  into  the  opera- 
tion of  Mississippi's  public  assistance,  food 
stamp,  commodity  distribution  and  work 
experience  programs.  In  general,  the  hear- 
ings supported  the  conclusion  that  the  ad- 
ministration of  such  programs  were  discrimi- 
natory and  arbitrary. 

As  far  as  the  Work  Experience  Program 
under  Title  V  of  the  Economic  Opportunity 
Act,  a  parallel  program  to  the  one  put  forth 
under  Section  204,  the  hearings  showed  that 
"it  failed  to  provide  on  the  job  training 
and  experience  to  the  poor.  Instead  of  in- 
creasing jobs  for  poor  people,  Work  Exper- 
ience was  used  to  provide  employment  to 
workers  from  the  Department  of  Public 
Welfare  and  to  subsidize  public  agencies  by 
offering  a  supply  of  free  labor.  The  few 
private  employers  who  participated  used  the 
program  to  increase  janitorial  and  maid 
service,  including  work  done  in  their  own 
homes,  without  incurring  any  expense.  Com- 
plaints were  voiced  by  many  Negroes  that 
they  were  not  receiving  training  in  the  jobs 
which  they  sought,  such  as  nurses  aides  or 
dieticians,  but  were  placed  in  menial  posi- 
tions. Moreover,  when  the  program  ended, 
most  trainees  were  not  employed,  and  those 
who  were  suffered  a  large  wage  decrease." 

Mr.  METCALP.  I  have  a  statement  of 
Jo  Eleanor  Elliott,  president  of  the 
American  Nurses  Association;  a  state- 
ment of  Norman  V.  Lourie,  first  vice 
president  of  the  American  Public  Wel- 
fare Association — again  an  expert,  one 
of  those  men  who  knows  about  the  im- 
pact of  this  amendment;  one  of  those 
people  who  knows,  that  it  was  suggested 
that  we  should  look  to  by  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana — one  from  Mr.  Charles 
B.  Harding,  president  of  the  Arthritis 
Foundation,  saying: 

We  are  concerned  about  compulsory  em- 
ployment and  training  programs  for  child- 
ren over  the  age  of  16,  unemployed  fathers, 
and  mothers  with  dependent  children.  The 
drastic  switch  of  emphasis  makes  social 
•security  legislation  and  job  training  a  re- 
cruitment program  rather  than  a  means  of 
strengthening  family  life.  We  are  certain  it 
will  allow  coercive  measures,  will  not  rectify 
the  consequences  of  generations  of  poverty 
and  disease. 

The  Association  of  State  Maternal 
and  Child  Health  Directors,  and  Direc- 
tors of  Crippled  Children's  Programs, 
Dr.  R.  P.  Rice,  M.D.,  president,  said: 


Section  201  of  the  same  title  appears  to 
place  the  States  in  a  position  of  forcing 
mothers  on  AFDC  to  go  to  work.  This  could 
adversely  affect  the  health  and  welfare  of 
their  children. 

A  representative  of  the  Board  of 
Directors  of  the  Health  and  Welfare 
Council  of  Metropolitan  St.  Louis 
testified. 

A  former  colleague  of  mine  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  who  was  then 
a  delegate  from  the  territory  of  Hawaii, 
and  is  now  Governor  of  Hawaii,  stated 
that  this  requirement  would  be  detri- 
mental to  the  AFDC  mothers  in  his 
State. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  nqt  take  up  the 
time  of  the  Senate  in  reading  all  of  these 
matters,  but  in  order  to  make  the  record 
complete,  and  to  demonstrate  that  this 
controversy  is  not  at  an  end  today,  or 
will  not  end  with  the  vote  taken  tomor- 
row, or  by  the  agreement  and  approval 
of  the  conference  report,  but  will  go  on 
as  long  as  there  is  need  for  the  mothers 
and  children  of  America,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  excerpts  from  all  of 
these  statements  and  others  on  this  sub- 
ject be  incorporated  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record 
as  follows: 

Statement  op  Jo  Eleanor  Elliott,  President, 
American  Nurses'  Association 

We  support  in  principle  and  regard  as  com- 
mendable the  provision  that  States  set  up 
work  training  programs  to  help  welfare  re- 
cipients become  employable  and  self -support- 
ing. However,  we  believe  that  where  AFDC 
mothers  are  involved,  their  participation  in 
job  training  and  employment  should  be  on  a 
voluntary  basis,  premised  on  counseling  and 
evaluation  of  what  is  in  the  best  interest  of 
the  child  or  children. 

The  provision  for  establishing  day  care 
centers  and  the  work  incentive  features  of 
earnings  exemptions  will  encourage  mothers 
with  an  employment,  potential  who  can  safely 
leave  their  children,  to  voluntarily  take  train- 
ing and  employment. 

Statement  of  Norman  V.  LounrE,  First  Vice 
President,  American  Public  Welfare 
Association 

Our  second  major  objection  is  With  ref- 
erence to  the  element  of  compulsion  for 
participation  in  job  training  i*nd  to  accept 
employment.  Every  employable  father  who 
is  receiving  assistance  should  be  required 
to  participate  in  job  training  if  available  or 
to  accept  an  offer  of  suitable  employment. 
The  situation  with  respect  to  the  mothers, 
however,  is  quite  different.  We  know  that 
there  are  many  working  mothers  who  would 
be  eligible  to  receive  AFDC  if  they  were  not 
working.  We  know,  too,  that  many  mothers 
now  receiving  AFDC  would  go  to  work  If  they 
could  find  a  job,  and  if  arrangements  could 
be  made  for  the  care  of  their  children.  In 
fact,  there  is  a  constant  in-and-out  of  em- 
ployment among  AFDC  mothers  who  take 
jobs  when  they  can  find  them.  In  households 
headed  by  women,  more  than  12  percent  of 
the  AFDC  case  closings  are  because  of  em- 
ployment or  increased  earnings.  In  addition, 
there  is  a  significant  number  of  mothers  re- 
ceiving AFDC  assistance  who  are  working 
part-time  or  full-time.  Current  figures  ap- 
parently are  not  available,  but  in  a  special 
study  conducted  in  1961  HEW  found  that 
4.6  percent  of  the  AFDC  mothers  had  full- 
time  jobs,  but  with  earnings  too  low  to  meet 
the  AFDC  family  budget.  Another  8.3  per- 
cent of  the  workers  were  holding  part-time 


jobs.  There  were  wide  variations  among  the 
states,  with  one  state  reporting  that  one- 
fourth  of  all  AFDC  mothers  were  working 
at  full-time  jobs.  Some  of  these  mothers 
have  to  pay  for  the  care  of  their  children 
at  their  own  expense,  which  does  not  leave 
much  net  income  from  their  meager  earnings. 

It  is  obvious  that  many  more  mothers 
would  take  employment  if  they  had  market- 
able skills,  or  if  jobs  were  available,  or  if 
arrangements  could  be  made  for  the  care  of 
their  children. 

The  proposed  requirement  that  the  welfare 
agency  develop  a  program  for  each  adult  in 
an  AFDC  family  would  serve  to  identify  the 
potentialities  of  each  individual,  as  well 
as  the  services  and  facilities  that  must  be 
brought  into  play  to  make  the  individual's 
program  effective.  We  are  confident  that  a 
significant  number  of  persons  would  vol- 
untarily participate  in  a  training  program, 
and  would  be  enabled  to  find  and  keep  a 
job,  if  the  services  and  facilities  were  made 
available  to  them  as  proposed  in  this  legis- 
lation. We  acknowledge  that  we  do  not  know 
how  large  this  number  would  be.  Neither 
do  we  know  in  any  exact  sense  how  many 
"hard  core"  families  there  are,  in  which  the 
mother  would  refuse  to  take  employment 
even  though  it  were  considered  appropriate, 
and  if  all  necessary  supportive  services  were 
brought  into  play.  We  do  not  know,  because 
the  welfare  agencies  have  not  so  far  had 
these  resources  and  services  to  offer  on  a 
scale  large  enough  to  make  them  available 
to  all  who  might  benefit  by  them.  But  we 
regard  provision  for  compulsory  work  or 
training  for  mothers  as  impractical"  and  we 
have  serious  doubts  that  it  would  make  any 
significant  difference  in  the  number  of  fam- 
ilies who  were  enabled  to  become  self-sup- 
porting. 

It  is  our  recommendation  that  the  welfare 
agencies  be  given  a  chance  to  try  out  these 
new  tools,  with  the  recipient  participating 
on  a  voluntary  basis.  If  trie  results  turn  out 
to  be  unsatisfactory,  the  matter  can  be  re- 
viewed and  reconsidered. 

If  the  head  of  a  family  refuses  to  accept 
employment  when,  according  to  all  reason- 
able tests,  it  is  considered  appropriate,  the 
problem  does  not  go  away  any  quicker  by 
cutting  off  assistance.  If  a  lather's  share  of 
assistance  is  cut  out  of  the  budget,  he  will 
probably  continue  to  eat  at  the  same  table 
with  the  rest  of  the  family,  with  everyone 
just  getting  a  little  less.  Or  he  could  desert 
the  family,  in  which  case  they  could  con- 
tinue receiving  assistance.  Or  the  children 
could  be  removed,  if  the  court  so  ordered, 
at  a  greater  cost  than  supporting  them  at 
home.  The  only  chance  for  a  constructive 
solution  in  a  situation  of  this  kind  is  through 
patient  and  perhaps  time-consuming  effort, 
to  encourage  and  support  and  enable,  and  to 
instill  some  motivation. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  bill,  if  an  assistance 
recipient  is  deemed  by  the  welfare  agency 
to  be  "appropriate"  for  training  or  employ- 
ment, and  refuses  to  participate  in  training 
or  to  accept  a  bona  fide  offer  of  employment, 
his  assistance  would  be  terminated.  Appar- 
ently a  good  deal  of  latitude  for  subjective 
judgment  would  be  permitted  in  making  a 
determination  that  employment  is  appropri- 
ate for  an  individual  with  the  potential  con- 
sequence of  termination  of  assistance.  This 
is  in  contrast  with  the  other  eligibility  pro- 
visions for  public  assistance,  which  set  forth 
the  objective  conditions  in  some  detail.  We 
are  fearful  that  this  provision  could  be.  sub- 
ject to  wide  variations  in  interpretation  that 
could  be  in  conflict  with  the  stated  purpose  of 
maintaining  and  strengthening  family  life. 
In  the  event  that  Congress  should  decide  to 
enact  this  provision  we  recommend  that  the 
Secretary  of  HEW  be  directed  to  formulate 
guidelines  for  its  interpretation  and  appli- 
cation. Such  guidelines  should  be  designed 
to  protect  the  rights  and  best  interests  ol 
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families  and  children.  They  should  spell  out 
what  constitutes  refusal  of  employment  for 
good  cause  and  what  measures  should  he 
taken  to  safeguard  the  children  in  such 
situations. 

Charles  B.  Harding,  President,  Arthritis 
Foundation,  New  York  Chapter 
We  are  further  concerned  about  compul- 
sory employment  and  training  programs  for 
children  over  age  16,  unemployed  fathers, 
and  mothers  with  dependent  children.  The 
drastic  switch  of  emphasis  of  H.R.  12080 
makes  the  Social  Security  legislation  a  com- 
pulsory job  training  and  employment  recruit- 
ment program  rather  than  a  means  of 
strengthening  family  life.  We  are  certain  that 
you  are  aware  that  coercive  measures  will 
not  rectify  the  consequences  of  generations 
of  injustice,  poverty  and  disease. 

R.   G.  Rice,   M.D.,  President,  Association 
op  State  Maternal  and  Child  Health  and 
Crippled  Children's  Directors 
State  of  Michigan, 
Department  of  Public  Health, 
Lansing,  Mich.,  September  8,  1967. 
Mr.  Tom  Vail, 

Chief  Counsel,  Committee  on  Finance, 
U.S.  Senate,  New  Senate  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Section  201  of  the  same  title  appears  to 
place  the  states  in  a  position  of  forcing 
mothers  on  AFDC  to  go  to  work.  This  could 
adversely  affect  the  health  and  welfare  of 
their  children. 

Statement  of  Board  of  Directors,  Health  & 
Welfare  Council  of  Metropolitan  St.  Louis 
Health  &  Welfare  Council 
of  Metropolitan  St.  Louis,  Inc., 
St.  Louis,  Mo.,  September  26,  1967. 
Hon.  Russell  Long, 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Finance, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Long:  The  enclosed  state- 
ment on  H.R.  12080  was  unanimously  ap- 
proved by  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
Health  and  Welfare  Council  of  Metropolitan 
St.  Louis.  The  Health  and  Welfare  Council  is 
a  voluntary  organization  of  200  health,  wel- 
fare and  recreation  agencies  in  the  St.  Louis 
area. 

We  respectfully  request  that  you  and  your 
committee  take  into  consideration  the  views 
expressed  in  the  enclosed  statement. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Richard  S.  Jones,  President. 

Statement  on  H.R.  12080 
There  are  however  other  provisions  in  this 
bill  which  give  us  deep  concern  and  we  are 
opposed  to  their  inclusion  in  the  bill  in  their 
present  form.  These  are: 

The  compulsory  nature  of  the  com- 
munity work  and  training  program  requir- 
ing that  an  AFDC  mother  or  other  adult 
or  child  over  16  years  of  age  must  engage  in 
work  and  training  (unless  specifically  ex- 
empted) as  a  condition  of  receiving  assist- 
ance.— Employment  and  training  programs 
are  important  resources  for  public  assistance 
recipients.  Their  value  is  however  diminished 
when  they  are  made  a  condition  of  assist- 
ance. This  provision  will  be.  ex  pensive  to  ad- 
minister and  will  further  drain  off  already 
scarce  social  work  personnel  into  inappro- 
priate roles. 

Reply  From  Gov.  John  A.  Burns,  Hawaii — 
Special  Nqtice  From  National  Governors' 
Conference   Regarding   Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967  (H.R.  12080) 
4.  Should  the  requirement  for  work  train- 
ing programs  for  mothers  receiving  AFDC 
payments  include  only  mothers  requesting 
the  training,  mothers  of  children  over  6  years 
of  age,  or  all  AFDC  mothers  as  the  bill 
proposes? 

The  requirement  for  work  training  pro- 
grams should  not  be  imposed  on  all  AFDC 


mothers.  Participation  in  such  programs 
should  be  determined  by  the  individual  home 
situation  and  the  needs  of  the  family.  Arbi- 
trary criteria  such  as  "only  mothers  request- 
ing the  training"  or  "mothers  of  children  over 
6  years  of  age"  are  not  practical.  A  mother 
with  a  handicapped  child  over  6  or  a  large 
family  may  be  vitally  needed  in  the  home  to 
provide  adequate  care  and  supervision  for 
her  children. 

Letter  Submitted  by  Senator  Hickenlooper 
From  Central  Iowa  Chapter,  National 
Association  of  Social  Workers 
National  Association  of  Social 
Workers,    Inc.,   Central  Iowa 
Chapter, 

Des  Moines,  Iowa,  September  6,  1967. 
Hon.  Bourke  Hickenlooper, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

2.  Participation  in  work  training  and  day 
center  use. 

a.  Both  work  training  and  use  of  day  cen- 
ters to  care  for  ADC  children  are  generally 
constructive  programs  for  both  ADC  bene- 
ficiaries and  society,  however,  such  benefits 
would  arise  only  from  proper  application  to 
individual  families  and  not  from  mass  ap- 
plication to  all  beneficiaries.  In  many  in- 
stances the  best  interests  of  children  and 
society  depend  on  the  mother  remaining 
at  home  caring  for  the  children.  It  should 
be  clearly  stated  in  the  law  that  in  such  in- 
stances refusal  to  accept  training  or  employ- 
ment should  constitute  "good  cause"  to  re- 
fuse such  training  or  work. 

b.  The  legislation  passed  by  the  House 
would  incorporate  administrative  responsi- 
bility in  the  law  and  thus  impair  our  tri- 
partite government  as  well  as  the  programs 
legislated. 

Mrs.  Eleanor  W.  Carris,  ACSW, 

Chairman. 

Alice  Whipple,  ACSW. 
Rudolph  P.  Beerman,  ACSW. 

Statement  of  Hon.  Elmer  L.  Anderson, 
President,  Child  Welfare  League  of 
America 

We  wish  to  address  ourselves  to  the  child 
welfare  and  public  assistance  amendments 
of  title  II  of  H.R.  12080  as  they  would  affect 
the  lives  of  untold  numbers  of  children  in 
this  country.  We  do  not  believe  that  these 
provisions  are  in  the  true  tradition  of  the 
U.S.  Congress  which  has,  over  the  past  dec- 
ades, expressed  its  concern  for  the  health  and 
welfare  of  all  the  Nation's  children. 

Although  title  II  of  H.R.  12080  presents  the 
illusion  of  helping  children,  upon  close  analy- 
sis, it  is  in  fact  coercive,  punitive,  and  cre- 
ates discriminatory  conditions  hostile  to  the 
welfare  of  children  and  the  promotion  of 
sound  family  life.  Even  the  positive  features 
of  the  bill  when  viewed  within  the  total  con- 
text of  the  programs  proposed,  become  nega- 
tive and  hostile  to  the  well-being  of  chil- 
dren. A  bill  such  as  this  could  only  have 
come  from  the  House  of  Representatives  be- 
cause those  esteemed  Members  did  not  fully 
understand  the  regressive  proposals  in  this 
legislation  and  how  they  would  ultimately 
harm  the  lives  of  millions  of  our  children. 

public  assistance  amendments,  PART  1,  title 

II,  H.R.  12080 

Our  first  objection  to  Title  II  of  H.R.  12080 
is  that,  in  part,  it  relies  on  compulsion  and 
coercion  to  achieve  its  end.  It  is  excellent  to 
provide  job  training  and  increased  employ- 
ment opportunities  which  the  bill  seeks.  But 
we  deplore  the  effort  to  force  people  to  ac- 
cept job  training  or  employment  with  the 
threat  of  cutting 'off  food  for  their  children 
if  they  refuse.  Such  efforts  are  self-defeating. 

This  is  particularly  true  in  light  of  the  fact 
that  H.R.  12080  greatly  enlarges  the  areas 
where  the  subjective  judgments  of  welfare 
workers  would  determine  whether  a  family 
receives  assistance,  for  it  will  be  the  indi- 
vidual welfare  workers  who  will  determine 


whether  a  mother  has  a  "good  cause"  in 
preferring  to  stay  at  home  to  care  for  her 
children,  or  whether  employment  is  "suit- 
able." We  believe  that  it  is  a  critical 
error  to  increase  the  areas  where  the  sub- 
jective judgment  of  welfare  workers  is  sub- 
stituted for  objective  eligibility  criteria.  We 
assume  that  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare  will  write  sound  guides  as 
to  what  constitutes  "good  cause"  for  refusing 
to  accept  training  or  employment,  or  for  de- 
fining what  constitutes  "appropriate"  train- 
ing and  employment.  However,  we  know  from 
past  experience  that  well-meaning  regula- 
tions emanating  from  Washington  frequently 
provide  little  real  protection  for  the  indi- 
vidual. The  subjective  judgment  of  thou- 
sands of  individual  welfare  workers  influ- 
enced by  local  attitudes  and  prejudices,  fre- 
quently results  in  arbitrary  unjust  decisions 
from  which  appeal  is  long  and  costly  and 
often  impossible.  Such  circumstances  se- 
verely endanger  the  rights  of  people,  de- 
stroy their  dignity,  and  make  the  individual 
subject  to  critical  abuses  of  authority  and 
discretion  that,  before  they  are  corrected,  can 
result  in  severe  privation  for  children. 

Emphasis  upon  investigations,  searches, 
and  referrals  to  courts  produce  a  climate  in 
which  constitutional  rights  are  endangered 
and  welfare  workers  are  alienated  from  peo- 
ple they  are  supposed  to  serve.  It  is  extremely 
difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  offer  rehabili- 
tative service  to  help  the  families  who  must 
constantly  be  in  fear  of  the  worker  who  is 
serving  them. 

The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  Report 
states  that  children  will  not  be  punished  for 
the  failure  of  a  mother  to  work  although 
she  may  be  cut  off  assistance.  This  too  is  an 
illusion.  If  a  mother,  for  example,  is  cut  off 
relief  because  she  sincerely  believes  she 
should  care  for  her  children  and  "protective 
payments"  are  then  made  only  to  meet  the 
children's  needs,  that  mother  will  either 
share  the  children's  portion  of  potatoes  or 
will  starve.  Either  of  these  alternatives 
would,  in  fact,  punish  the  child,  despite  the 
Commitee's  good  intentions. 

Statement  by  Dr.  Trude  W.  Lash,  Executive 
Director,  Citizens'  Committee  for  Chil- 
dren of  New  York 
community  work  and  training  programs 

(SECTION  204) 

We  have  long  urged  that  AFDC  mothers 
be  given  the  choice  of  caring  for  their  chil- 
dren themselves  or  working  either  part-time 
or  full-time  while  being  provided  with  group 
day  care,  family  day  care,  or -homemaker 
services.  It  is  also  appropriate  that  AFDC 
mothers  be  allowed  financial  incentive  to 
work  through  earning  exemptions  until  they 
become  self-supporting  (Sect.  202),  though 
we  support  the  Administration  proposals  for 
higher  exemptions.  But  to  compel  mothers  to 
work  is  the  surest  way  of  destroying  whatever 
family  ties  may  exist.  It  would  break  up  the 
home  of  young  children — as  a  matter  of  pub- 
lic policy. 

The  most  destructive  aspect  of  this  work- 
training  proposal,  however,  is  the  fact  that  it 
would  drive  women  into  the  work  force  while 
the  men  remain  untrained  and  unemployed. 
Unwilling  to  face  the  humiliation  of  not  be- 
ing the  "provider"  and  thereby  the  acknowl- 
edged head  of  the  household,  they  leave 
home,  particularly  in  those  states  where  their 
presence  might  threaten  AFDC  payments  for 
their  children.  Doing  further  damage  to  the 
status  of  the  male  will  not  strengthen  family 
life. 

It  would  be  a  safe  guess  that  the  majority 
of  fathers  have  not  worked  6  out  of  the  last 
13  quarters,  that  few  have  more  than  a  casual 
relationship  to  work  and  are  therefore  ex- 
cluded from  the  AFDC  program.  Chief  among 
the  reasons  for  this  situation  is  lack  of  edu- 
cation and  training — due  to  lack  of  opportu- 
nity. The  job  market  for  untrained  worker 
is  tight.  The  urban  ghettos  are  full  of  healthy, 
untrained  and  unemployed  males  who  want 
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to  work.  Thousands  line  up  every  time  a  city 
job-opening  is  announced. 

When  the  summer  Neighborhood  Youth 
Corps  in  New  York  ended  this  program  re- 
cently, over  23,000  out-of -school  youths  were 
thrown  on  the  streets,  and  many  in  these 
groups  are  the  absent  fathers  of  AFDC 
children. 

"Increased  efforts  to  enforce  the  laws 
against  desertion  and  non-support,"  will  not 
only  be  costly  but  will  result  in  driving  un- 
employed fathers  further  underground  and 
further  away  from  sources  of  training  and 
work. 

Only  a  major  new  training  and  job  pro- 
gram that  give  absolute  priority  to  the  un- 
employed male  can  provide  a  solution. 

Such  a  community  work  and  training  pro- 
gram should  not  be  forced  upon  the  states 
as  a  welfare  measure.  If  we  equate  trainees 
with  welfare  recipients  we  isolate  them  fur- 
ther from  their  fellow-citizens.  Work  and 
training  programs  must  be  comprehensive 
and  unstigmatized. 

It  will  be  some  time  before  a  truly  effec- 
tive training  and  job  program  can  be  devel- 
oped— and  the  jobs  must  be  found  first.  The 
MDTA  program,  the  OEO  manpower  pro- 
gram, the  Nelson-Scheuer  programs  are  still 
in  the  trial  and  error  stage — all  of  them 
struggling  to  define  training  programs  for 
jobs  that  have  a  way  of  eluding  their  grad- 
uates. The  new  proposals  would  mandate 
another  layer  and  simply  add  to  the  con- 
fusion and  duplication. 

The  Administration  recommended,  quite 
appropriately,  that  community  work  and 
training  be  transferred  to  the  Department  of 
Labor  so  that  resources  can  be  coordinated 
and  training  and  jobs  provided  speedily  and 
effectively. 

It  should  be  added  here  that  even  if  jobs 
were  available  for  all  those  mothers  who 
want  to  work,  they  would  not  now  be  able 
to  find  the  day  care  or  family  day  care  serv- 
ices they  would  need  for  their  children  in 
order  to  be  able  to  go  to  work.  The  cost  of 
these  programs  is  only  one  factor;  the  short- 
age of  trained  staff  is  another;  but  the  lack 
of  space  in  crowded  ghetto  areas  may  be  the 
biggest  obstacle  of  all.  In  New  York  City 
after  20  years  of  effort,  only  7,000  children 
can  be  accommodated  in  our  Day  Care  Cen- 
ters and  the  same  number  of  children  are 
usually  to  be  found  on  waiting  lists. 

With  adequate  financing  and  mobilization 
of  all  the  creative  genius  and  innovation  at 
our  command,  it  may  be  possible  to  develop 
an  effective  day  care  program,  but  not  to- 
morrow or  next  year. 

Letter  to  Long  Feom  Irving  Kane,  Chair- 
man, Public  Welfare  Committee,  Welfare 
Federation,  Cleveland,  Ohio 

The  Welfare  Federation, 
Cleveland,  Ohio,  August  31, 1967. 
Hon.  Russell  Long, 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Finance, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C.: 

Our  Cleveland  experience  with  work-train- 
ing under  Title  V  of  the  Economic  Oppor- 
tunity Act  has  confirmed  these  points. 

We  support  the  general  principle  In  the 
bill  that  women  who  are  physically  able 
should  have  the  opportunity  to  work,  and 
believe  it  is  unwise  to  encourage  these  wom- 
en to  stay,home.  At  the  same  time  safeguards 
must  be  provided  other  than  the  existing  ap- 
peal procedure  to  prevent  compulsion  on 
those  mothers  who  choose  to  remain  at  home 
because  they  regard  the  rearing  of  their 
children  under  close  parental  guidance  and 
supervision  as  their  primary  responsibility. 

Prepared  Statement  of  Council  for  Chris- 
tian Social  Action,  United  Church  of 
Christ 

We  are,  however,  profoundly  disturbed  by 
some  of  the  provisions  in  the  public  assist- 


ance sections  of  the  proposed  bill,  Title  II  of 
H.R.  12080,  as  passed  by  the  House. 

For  example,  the  requirement  that  the 
states  set  up  work  training  programs  for  un- 
employed parents  and  for  children  over  16 
who  get  welfare  assistance  may  be  unexcep- 
tionable in  itself.  However,  if  participation 
in  such  programs  is  to  be  made  mandatory 
on  the  part  of  all  families  receiving  Aid  to 
Families  with  Dependent  Children,  the  way 
would  be  open  to  grave  injustices. 

We — and,  we  trust,  your  Committee — will 
also  insist  on  satisfactory  answers  to  a  host 
of  questions  that  must  trouble  anyone  who 
reads  this  bill. 

Are  all  children  over  16  who  get  welfare 
assistance  going  to  be  required  to  engage  in 
work  training?  Who  is  going  to  set  up  the 
standards  and  oversee  the  work?  Is  the  work 
going  to  be  of  the  kind  and  quality  that  con- 
tribute to  the  child's  future  usefulness?  Are 
considerations  of  health,  progress  in  school, 
and  the  total  home  situation  to  be  disre- 
garded? Who  will  determine  exceptions,  on 
what  basis,  and  what  appeal  is  there  from  an 
adverse  decision? 

Are  all  mothers  to  be  required  to  par- 
ticipate in  such  programs,  regardless  of  the 
needs  and  demands  of  their  own  children? 
What  assurance  is  there  that  day  care  pro- 
grams will  be  available?  What  standards 
governing  day  care  centers  for  children  in 
such  families  will  be  establishedl  and  by 
whom?  Are  we  really  prepared  to  force  the 
poor  mother  to  leave  her  children  in  an- 
other's care,  regardless  of  her  preferences — 
when  society  heretofore  criticized  the  wom- 
an who  left  her  children  to  take  a  job? 

Prepared  Statement  of  Mtron  L.  Mayer  on 
Behalf  of  the  Council  of  Jewish  Fed- 
erations and  Welfare  Funds,  Federation 
of  Jewish  Philanthropies  of  New  York 
All  too  often  there  is  an  assumption  that 
most  people  who  require  public  assistance 
should,  and  can,  be  removed  from  its  rolls, 
and  the  corollary,  that  being  in  need  of  such 
aid  is  itself  a  sign  of  individual  failure.  The 
fact  is  that  the  vast  majority  of  those  who 
are  in  need  of  aid  are  too  young,  too  sick  or 
too  old  to  work.  And  these  conditions  re- 
quire aid — aid  administered  with  dignity 
and  a  full  understanding  of  the  conditions 
of  the  individual. 

Such  people  require  skilled  social  services 
to  achieve  their  maximum  potentialities  for 
useful  lives — as  do  those  others — a  small 
minority — who  are  employable  but  who  need 
aid  in  qualifying  for,  finding,  and  holding 
jobs. 

We  welcome  the  increased  Federal  match- 
ing of  75-percent  with  the  States'  25-percent 
for  services  to  children  on  the  Aid  to  Fam- 
ilies with  Dependent  Children  program.  We 
feel  that  such  Federal  assistance  should  be 
available  for  comprehensive  child  welfare 
programs,  so  that  services  may  be  available 
for  all  children  who  need  them,  including 
those  not  on  AFDC. 

But,  we  are  very  concerned  because  H.R. 
12080  requires  that  all  adults  on  the  rolls, 
including  mothers  and  youths  over  16  who 
are  out  of  school,  work  or  engage  in  a  work 
training  program  (unless  specifically 
exempted)  as  a  condition  of  receiving  assist- 
ance. We  believe  that  skilled  counseling  serv- 
ices— as  currently  provided  in  the  Act,  and 
now  expanded  by  increased  Federal  financial 
assistance — are  required  to  enable  those 
parents  to  work  who  can  do  so — and  whose 
best  interests,  and  those  of  their  families 
would  be  served  by  working — if  they  can  find 
jobs. 

Many  mothers  will  provide  greater  bene- 
fits to  their  children  by  acting  as  full-time 
mothers  rather  than  being  pushed  into  in- 
voluntary employment. 


Letter  to  Secretary  John  W.  Gardner  From 
Hon.  Kenneth  M.  Curtis,  Governor  of 
Maine 

State  of  Maine, 
Augusta,  Maine,  September  20, 1967. 
Hon.  John  W.  Gardner, 

Secretary,  Health,  Education  and  Welfare, 
Washington,  D.C.: 
It  is  the  view  of  Maine  officials  that  the 
provisions  contained  in  Section  201  of  H.R. 
12080  are  both  unduly  proscriptive  and  would 
force  unproductive  and  meaningless  proce- 
dures. The  element  of  compulsion  puts  gov- 
ernment in  the  very  delicate  position  of  de- 
ciding which  mothers  will  work  and  which 
ones  will  not.  That  this  provision  is  subject 
to  great  abuse  should  be  obvious.  More  im- 
portantly, perhaps,  in  Maine  a  substantial 
percentage  of  the  AFDC  recipient  group  are 
on  the  program  for  relatively  short  periods 
and  except  for  brief  intervals  are  basically 
self-supporting  families.  Forcing  us  to  spend 
time  doing  things  for  these  people  which 
they  are  perfectly  capable  of  doing  for  them- 
selves is  an  inefficient  allocation  of  money 
and  energy.  I  give  my  whole-hearted  support 
to  increased  incentive  to  work  with  those 
welfare  recipients  who  do  need  training  and 
guidance  to  assist  them  to  become  self-sup- 
porting; however,  to  make  this  mandatory 
may  well  be  self-defeating. 

Letter  to  Secretary  Gardner  From  Hon. 
Robert  Docking,  Governor  of  Kansas 

4.  Question:  Should  the  requirement  for 
work  training  programs  for  mothers  receiv- 
ing AFDC  payments  include  only  mothers 
requesting  the  training,  mothers  of  children 
over  6  years  of  age,  or  all  AFDC  mothers  as 
the  bill  proposes? 

Answer:  Mothers  on  AFDC  should  have 
the  same  freedom  of  choice  that  other  moth- 
ers have.  If  an  AFDC  mother  wishes  to  be 
in  a  training  program  then  she  should  have 
that  opportunity.  It  should  not  be  forced 
upon  her.  Some  mothers  should  stay  home 
and  take  care  of  children,  other  mothers 
should  work.  The  difference  between  the  two 
will  have  to  be  decided  on  an  individual 
basis. 

The  training  programs  will  serve  a  useful 
function  in  direct  relation  to  the  interest 
and  motivation  they  stimulate  in  the  mother 
on  AFDC. 

Dr.  Martha  M.  Eliot,  Chairman,  Massachu- 
setts Committee  on  Children  and  Youth 

Dr.  Eliot.  In  respect  to  the  provision  of 
getting  more  of  the  mothers  of  AFDC  chil- 
dren to  work,  I  would  say  that  the  way  in 
which  these  provisions  are  administered  is 
most  important.  To  me,  many  of  these  moth- 
ers should  not  go  to  work.  It  would  be  bet- 
ter if  they  stayed  at  home  and  looked  after 
their  families.  Some  mothers  may  wish  to  go 
to  work,  especially  when  their  children  are 
older,  and  the  situation  in  the  home  makes  it 
possible  for  her  to  go  to  work  and  add  to  the 
family  Income. 

To  include  provisions  that  would  essen- 
tially expect  the  States  to  force  many  moth- 
ers to  go  to  work  seems  ill  advised.  I  do  not 
believe  that  all  these  mothers  should  go  to 
work.  But  many,  I  think,  could,  provided  the 
conditions  in  the  home  are  shown  to  be 
satisfactory. 

If  adequate  social  services  are  provided  to 
these  families  on  AFDC,  and  if  these  social 
workers  take  into  consideration  all  the  prob- 
lems of  the  children  in  the  families  before 
the  mother  is  urged  to  go  to  work,  I  believe 
some  of  the  mothers  could  satisfactorily  do 
it.  Actually,  I  doubt  whether  there  is  a  very 
large  proportion  of  the  mothers  under  AFDC 
who  would  be — for  whom  it  would  be  appro- 
priate that  they  should  go  to  work. 
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Episcopal  Action  Group  on  Poverty 
(Submitted  by  Inabel  Lindsay,  Ch.,  Social 
Goals  Subcommittee) 

The  amendments  to  Title  n  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  pertaining  to  Public  Assistance 
programs  as  proposed  in  H.R.  12080  are  par- 
ticularly harsh,  punitive  and  coercive.  The 
concerns  of  the  House  that  earlier  identified 
goals  have  not  been  achieved  are  justified. 
The  public  assistance  programs  were  designed 
to  provide  basic  financial  support  for  the 
needy  coupled  with  services  to  encourage 
self-support  and  self-dependence  to  the  ex- 
tent possible.  Failure  to  achieve  these  ob- 
jectives has  not  been  the  fault  of  operating 
personnel  but  rather  has  been  due  to  grants 
too  low  to  support  even  a  minimum  of  health 
and  decency;  the  methods  of  delivering  serv- 
ices have  increased  feelings  of  worthlessness 
and  despair  and,  if  anything,  have  intensified 
dependency;  and  the  complex  administrative 
structure  in  most  programs  has  prevented 
the  investment  of  the  time  and  skill  essen- 
tial to  the  provision  of  constructive  help.  Not- 
withstanding these  deficiencies,  the  proposed 
amendments  will  do  nothing  to  remedy  the 
situation.  On  the  contrary,  these  amend- 
ments will  undoubtedly  increase  the  prob- 
lems, frustrations  and  unmet  needs  of  those 
eligible  for  public  assistance. 

The  most  drastic  and  punitive  changes 
proposed  are  those  affecting  children  de- 
pendent upon  or  eligible  for  Aid  to  Families 
with  Dependent  Children".  In  the  attempt  to 
legislate  morality,  H.R.  12080  imposes  a  work 
or  work  training  requirement  upon  all  adults 
on  the  assistance  rolls,  including  mothers  and 
youth  over  16,  not  in  school  as  a  condition 
for  the  receipt  of  assistance,  unless  specifi- 
cally exempted.  (No  definition  of  conditions 
of  exemption  is  provided) . 

Statement  of  Family  and  Child  Services  of 
Washington,  DC,  Submitted  by  Mrs.  De- 
Forest  Vanslyck,  President 
Family  and  Child  Services,  on  the  basis  of 
its  85  years  experience  as  the  largest  volun- 
tary family  counseling  and  child  welfare 
agency  in  Washington,  D.C.,  is  deeply  con- 
cerned with  what  it  believes  to  be  several 
regressive,  unsound,  and  harmful  provisions 
of  the  proposed  amendments  to  the  Social 
Security  Act. 

We  wish  to  submit  for  the  record  our  gen- 
eral endorsement  of  the  testimony  of  the 
Child  Welfare  League  of  America  as  pre- 
sented by  its  President,  Elmer  Anderson,  on 
September  18,  as  well  as  the  statement  of 
the  Health  and  Welfare  Council  of  the  Na- 
tional Capital  Area,  and  urge  the  Committee 
to  consider  very  carefully  the  full  implica- 
tions in  particular  of  Title  II — The  Child 
Welfare  and  Public  Assistance  Amendments. 

We  are  especially  concerned  with  the  two 
major  new  restrictions  affecting  children  de- 
pendent upon  or  eligible  for  public  assist- 
ance under  the  AFDC  program.  In  our  view 
these  proposals  constitute  a  fundamental 
reversal  of  accepted  principles  of  public  pol- 
icy. 

Family  and  cnild  Services  shares  the  legit- 
imate concern  of  Congress  with  the  disturb- 
ing increases  in  numbers  of  families  needing 
this  type  of  assistance  and  also  in  numbers 
of  deserting  parents  and  illegitimate  births. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  experience  of  our 
agency  persuades  us  that  such  arbitrary  and 
punitive  restrictions  as  compulsory  work  or 
training  requirements  and  a  celling  on  the 
number  of  families  eligible  for  federal  assist- 
ance, irrespective  of  need,  are  not  only  in- 
humane but  self-defeating  and  .would  not 
help  to  rehabilitate  families  and  remove  the 
causes  of  dependency. 

The  need  for  greatly  expanded  day  care 
programs  to  permit  parents,  where  appro- 
priate, to  seek  employment  is  obvious.  We 
have  long  supported  this.  But  to  require  that 
all  adults  and  older  children  have  jobs  in 
order  to  qualify  for  federal  assistance  ignores 
in  our  experience  the  fundamental  import- 


ance of  a  mother's  role,  for  example,  in  car- 
ing for  and  training  young  children  and  in 
maintaining  stable  and  Independent  family 
units. 

We  urge  the  Committee  to  reject  these  two 
provisions. 

Letter  to  Long  From  William  R.  Cooper  H, 
President  of  Board,  Family  Service  of 
Motsttgomery  County,  Pa.,  September  25, 
1967 

On  the  Amendment  about  work  and  train- 
ing for  all  mothers  and  out  of  school  youth 
over  16,  we  feel  it  would  be  far  more  prac- 
tical if  job  opportunities  were  offered,  not 
forced.  Some  mothers  are  not  capable  of 
doing  two  things  at  once  and  would  break 
emotionally.  It  does  not  allow  for  individual 
differences.  An  overall  must  Is  dangerous,  for 
example,  if  a  child  is  disturbed  and  the 
mother  has  to  take  him  out  of  the  home, 
this  makes  the  problem  worse  and  your 
future  citizens  misfits  who  cannot  contrib- 
ute constructively  to  society  when  they  grow 
to  adulthood. 

William  R.  Cooper  LT, 
President  of  the  Board. 

National  Association  of  Social 

Workers,  Inc., 
Flint,  Mich.,  September  20,  1967. 
Hon.  Senator  Russell  B.  Long, 
Chairman,  Senate  Finance  Committee, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Long:  The  Flint  Chapter  of 
the  National  Association  of  Social  Workers 
representing  more  than  80  workers  of  Gene- 
see, Lapeer  and  Shiawassee  counties  wishes 
to  engage  your  support  and  concern  in  the 
revision  of  the  coercive  and  restrictive  pro- 
visions of  HJt.  12080  as  it  was  recently  passed 
in  the  House  and  now  stands  before  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee. 

In  support  of  needed  revisions,  we  enclose 
a  brief  position  statement  thereon,  as  pre- 
pared by  our  Committee  on  Social  Policy  and 
Action.  This  represents  our  analysis  of  the 
bill  and  its  implications,  as  it  now  stands 
for  Public  Welfare  In  our  three  counties. 

We  hope  that  you  are  supporting  this  bill 
but  we  urge  you  to  consider  the  changes  we 
think  are  vital  to  the-  people  of  the  State  of 
Michigan. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Murray  M.  Eisen,  ACSW,  President. 

Flint,  Mich.,  Chapter  of  National  Associa- 
tion of  Social  Work  Position  "Statement 
on  H.R.  12080 

Translated  into  action  on  the  local  level, 
H.R.  12080  would,  in  effect,  reverse  the  serv- 
ice emphasis  of  the  1962  Amendments.  If,  in 
effect,  the  purpose  of  its  restrictive  provisions 
is  to  reduce  the  welfare  burden,  then  it  is  a 
self-defeating  bill,  with  built-in  provisions 
for  failure.  Coercion  through  reduction  of  as- 
sistance has  been  proven  time  and  again 
to  be  ineffective  as  a  method  of  rehabilitat- 
ing family  strength.  The  skilled  social  worker 
whose  efforts  must  be  devoted  to  policing 
eligibility  requirements  is  rendered  totally 
ineffective  as  an  agent  of  rehabilitation. 

The  segment  of  population  most  affected 
by  these  punitive  provisions,  would  be  that 
portion  of  our  society  already  suffering  from 
severe  deprivation. 

This  Chapter  does  recognize  the  impor- 
tance of  the  expansion  of  the  community 
work  and  training  provisions  of  the  bill  with 
its  many  good  features.  We  do  urge,  however, 
that  the  proposal  of  the  Administration, 
transferring  this  program  to  the  Department 
of  Labor,  be  supported  to  effect  better  op- 
erations and  the  development  of  public  serv- 
ice employment  programs.  We  must,  however, 
urge  that  the  basic  right  of  a  mother  to  stay 
at  home  to  rear  her  children,  be  preserved. 
The  mental  health  of  future  generations  of 
citizens  dictates  that  children  have  basic 


needs  for  care  given  by  their  natural  parents 
in  their  own  homes.  A  mother  of  several 
children  cannot  provide  a  full  time  mother- 
ing after  an  eight  hour  day.  Foster  care  and 
day  care  costs  are  so  expensive  as  to  effec- 
tively reverse  the  economic  gains  of  the  em- 
ployed mother. 

Governor's  Committee  on  Law  Enforce- 
ment and  Administration  of  Justice,  Sub- 
committee on  Juvenile  Delinquency, 
State  of  Massachusetts 

(By  Robert  M.  Mulford,  Chairman) 
The      Commonwealth  of 

Massachusetts, 
Department  of  Attorney  General, 

Boston,  September  18, 1967. 
Senator  Russell  B.  Long, 

Chairman,  Senate  Finance  Committee,  U.S. 
Senate,  Senate  Office  Building,  Washing- 
ton,  D.C: 

There  Is  abundant  evidence  that  when 
children  are  subjected  to  deprivation  of  ma- 
ternal care,  impairments  of  character  de- 
velopment often  occur. 

Extensive  provision  should  be  made,  in  our 
opinion,  for  day  care  services  for  pre-school 
children  and  after-school  care  for  school-age 
children  of  mothers  who  work  and  for  whom 
this  seems  to  be  the  best  plan  and  for 
mothers  who  are  seeking  work  or  who  for 
other  reasons  require  day-time  care  for 
their  children.  However,  safeguards  should 
be  provided  so  that  no  pressure  is  put  upon 
mothers  to  leave  their  children  in  order  to 
go  to  work. 

Submitted  by  Hiram  L.  Fong,  U.S.  Senator — 
Hawaii's  Comments  on  H.R.  12080 — From 
John  A.  Burns 

We  recommend  that  the  requirement  that 
all  AFDC  mothers  participate  in  work  and 
training  programs  be  eliminated.  Participa- 
tion in  such  programs  should  be  determined 
by  the  Individual  home  situation  and  the 
need  of  the  family. 

Health  and  Welfare  Council  of  Nassau 

County,  Inc.,  Garden  City,  N.Y. 
(Submitted  by  Board  of  Directors,  John  A. 
Gambling,  President) 
Undesirable  provisions  in  Title  II  include: 

1.  Freezing  at  the  January  1967  level  the 
number  of  children  in  each  state  eligible  for 
AFDC  funds  regardless  of  the  number  of 
children  requiring  such  funds; 

2.  Forcing  mothers  of  AFDC  families  to 
accept  training  or  employment  away  from 
home  even  when  they  are  the  only  adult 
family  member,  by  threatening  them  with 
such  penalties  as  removal  from  AFDC  rolls 
and  the  possibility  of  court  ordered  removal 
of  their  children  from  their  homes. 

Statement  of  Glenn  E.  Watts,  President  of 
Health  and  Welfare  Council  of  the  Na- 
tional Capital  Area 

b.  family  employment 
Three  negative  and  restrictive,  provisions 
of  the  House  bill  give  us  the  deepest  con- 
cern, and  we  urge  most  strenuously  that  the 
Senate  reject  these  provisions. 

We  believe  that  there  needs  to  be  consider- 
able strengthening  of  programs  which  can 
help  to  rehabilitate  families,  so  that  fewer 
persons  need  public  assistance  payments,  and 
those  who  require  aid  will  need  it  for"  a 
shorter  time.  More  day  care  is  needed,  and 
the  House  bill  would  further  such  programs. 
We  are  in  agreement  with  the  goals  of  family 
independence  and  self-support  expressed  in 
the  report  of  the  Ways  and  Means  Commit- 
tee. We  do  not  believe,  however,  that  the 
goal  of  reduced  public  assistance  payments 
can  be  achieved  by  restrictive  programs  with- 
out serious  suffering  inflicted  on  individuals, 
and  ultimately  the  community  win  pay  in 
some  other  form. 

The  House  bill  would  require  that  each 
appropriate  AFDC  adult  and  older  child  not 
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attending  school  be  equipped  for  work  and 
placed  in  jobs.  We  oppose  this  requirement 
because  it  is  based  upon  an  unsound  philoso- 
phy. With  respect  to  children,  we  believe 
that  maximum  effort  should  be  made  to  as- 
sist older  youths  to  complete  their  education. 
There  are  Federal  programs  which  lead'  to 
this  aim.  The  requirement  that  they  work  is 
contradictory  to  what  we  believe  is  sound 
public  policy. 

With  respect  to  mothers  of  children  on 
AFDC,  some  may  wish  to  work,  and  can  do 
so  with  no  damage  to  the  family  when  ade- 
quate child  care  plans  can  be  made.  It  is  not 
sound,  however,  to  make  work  a  requirement 
for  mothers  in  order  to  receive  assistance  for 
their  children. 

Letter  Prom  Governor  Hughes  to  Senator 
Long,  September  20,  1967 

I  also  strongly  oppose,  as  unsound  econ- 
omy, the  provisions  of  the  bill  relating  to 
required  work  training  programs  for  moth- 
ers receiving  AFDC  payments.  The  original 
philosophy  behind  the  bill  was  that  society 
and  children  would  benefit  from  maintain- 
ing the  family  unit.  This  basic  philosophy  is 
still  vahd.  The  savings  that  can  be  made 
now  through  these  provisions  will  prove  ex- 
tremely costly  as  these  children  grow  into 
adulthood  without  the  additional  parental 
guidance  which  the  nonworking  mother 
could  provide. 

There  should,  in  my  opinion,  be  no  blanket 
requirement  that  all  AFDC  mothers  undergo 
work  training,  nor  should  mothers  be  arbi- 
trarily required  to  go  to  work.  The  policy 
adopted  should  be  based  on  the  approach 
that  a  mother  would  be  required  to  accept 
training  and  employment  only  when  it  is 
established  that — 

1.  The  age  of  the  children,  the  circum- 
stances of  the  family,  or  other  factors  do  not 
require  her  continued  presence  in  the  home. 

2.  She  is  mentally  and  educationally  capa- 
ble of  assimilating  the  training. 

3.  A  job  of  the  type  for  which  she  has 
been  trained  is  reasonably  available  in  the 
community  or  nearby. 

4.  The  mother's  acceptance  of  work  train- 
ing will  serve  to  promote  the  family  unit  and 
increase  the  value  of  the  over-all  home 
experience. 

Statement  op  Hon.  Jacob  K.  Javits,  U.S. 
Senator 

First,  I  must  strongly  oppose  the  com- 
pulsory work  and  training  aspects  of  the  bill. 
We  have  the  virtually  unanimous  testimony 
of  the  experts  that  such  coercion  has  not 
worked  in  the  past.  We  have  our  own  com- 
monsense  to  tell  us  that  forced  work  cannot 
instill  motivation,  but  instead  is  likely  tb 
increase  hostility  and  resentment.  People  will 
learn  and  earn  successfully  only  if  they  have 
some  desire  to  do  so,  and  where  they  do  not 
have  that  desire  the  result  will  be  sporadic 
attendance  and  poor  performance.  Moreover, 
this  coercive  work  and  training^ ipproach  is 
based  on  a  false  assumption  about  the  char- 
acteristics of  those  who  are  receiving  welfare. 
In  fact,  only  1  percent  of  those  on  the  welfare 
rolls  are  potentially  employable  men, 
although  in  some  places  that  figure  is 
slightly  higher;  for  example,  in  New  York 
City  it  is  4  percent. 

It  is  true  that  the  public  assistance  rolls 
also  include  many  potentially  employable 
mothers  who  are  now  engaged  in  taking  care 
of  their  children.  I  am  not  one  of  those  who 
thinks  that  these  mothers  must  invariably 
be  left  at  home  with  the  family;  rather,  these 
mothers  on  welfare  should  be  given  the  same 
opportunity  enjoyed  by  middle-  and  upper- 
income  mothers  to  accept  employments.  But 
the  choice  should  be  voluntary — it  should  be 
theirs  to  make  and  should  not  be  vested  In 
some  supposedly  omniscient  state  or  local 
bureaucracy.  I  have  introduced  legislation 
which  seeks  to  give  these  welfare  mothers 
Buch  a  free  choice  by  providing  Federal 


assistance  for  day-care  facilities,  and  I  hope 
that  the  committee  will  take  the  structure 
and  philosophy  of  my  bill  (S.  1948)  into  con- 
sideration in  designing  any  day-care  program 
under  this  act. 

I  fear  that  the  compulsory  work  and  train- 
ing provisions  also  dangerously  misread  the 
climate  in  .the  ghettos  and  the  depressed 
rural  areas  of  this  country.  We  are  in  the 
midst  of  a  "revolution''  in  which  the  poor  of 
the  Nation,  so  long  denied  equal  opportunity, 
are  awakening  to  their  rights  and  powers  and 
are  gaining  in  new  self-confidence  of  self- 
assertion.  The  philosophy  of  the  House  bill 
runs  exactly  counter  to  that  development  and 
can  only  serve  to  exacerbate  tensions  and  to 
further  convince  slumdwellers  that  the  "pow- 
er structure"  will  never  respond  to  their  le- 
gitimate needs. 

And  certainly  this  bill  does  not  recognize 
the  simple  fact  that  many  of  the  poor  do 
wish  to  work  and  need  no  external  coercion : 
a  Department  of  Labor  survey  taken  in  the 
slums  of  New  York  shows  that  over  75  per- 
cent of  the  unemployed  would  be  willing  to 
take  training  to  get  a  job,  that  over  55  per- 
cent would  return  to  school  if  necessary,  and 
that  25  percent  would  be  willing  to  move  to 
another  area  to  get  work.  Bather  than  com- 
pelling welfare  recipients  to  enter  work  or 
training,  the  better  course  would  seem  to  be 
to  greatly  expand  the  opportunities  for  work 
and  training  and  the  knowledge  about  such 
opportunities.  We  can  hardly  be  justified  in 
moving  toward  a  compulsory  system  when 
we  have  not  given  voluntarism  a  chance. 

In  this  connection  I  would  like  to  com- 
mend to  the  attention  of  the  members  of 
the  committee  the  Emergency  Employment 
Act  of  1967,  which  has  been  approved  by  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  and 
which  will  be  called  up  on  the  Senate  floor 
within  a  very  few  days.  This  bill  would  make 
some  200,000  job  opportunities  available  for 
the  poor.  Job  creation  activities  such  as  these 
must  be  at  the  heart  of  any  effort  to  cut 
down  on  the  size  of  the  welfare  rolls. 

Jewish  Federation  of  Metropolitan 

Chicago,  A.  D.  Davis,  President 
Jewish  Federation  op  Metropoli- 
tan Chicago, 

Chicago,  III.,  September  11,  1967. 
Hon.  Russell  B.  Long, 
U.S.  Senate,  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

The  provisions  pertaining  to  registration 
for  work  and  acceptance  of  employment  by 
relatives  (including  mothers)  of  children  re- 
ceiving aid  to  needy  families  with  depend- 
ent children  are  unnecessary  and  could  lead 
to  the  compulsory  employment  of  many 
mothers,  under  fear  of  denial  of  assistance, 
and  contrary  to  the  welfare  of  their  children. 
At  the  present  time,  mothers  who  are  able 
to  work  under  arrangements  not  harmful  to 
their  children  are  encouraged  to  do  so,  and 
there  is  no  need  for  compulsory  legislation  in 
this  regard. 

Statement  of  Hon.  Edward  M.  Kennedy, 
U.S.  Senator 
Secondly,  work  training.  I  think  it  would 
be  truly  an  archaic  law  which  required  all 
mothers  to  accept  work  or  training,  as  a 
prerequisite  to  receiving  welfare  benefits.  I 
think  these  should  be  an  optional  policy.  It 
could  be  some  kind  of  flexible  policy.  I  am 
not  prepared  today  to  make  detailed  com- 
ments on  how  it  should  be  established  and 
regulated.  I  know  you  have  Mr.  Mitchell 
Ginsberg  here  and  others  from  other  welfare 
departments  who  will  comment  in  detail, 
and  perhaps  then  we  can  work  out  some  kind 
of  discretionary  provision  for  welfare  de- 
partments, so  this  is  not  mandatory.  I  think 
it  would  be  helpful  to  have  some  kind  of 
discretion  in  the  welfare  department,  so  they 
could  take  into  consideration  extenuating 
circumstances  on  these  provisions. 


Statement  of  Hon.  Robert  F.  Kennedy, 

TJ.S.  Senator 
About  a  year  ago,  the  distignuished  mem- 
bers of  the  President's  Advisory  Council  on 
Public  Welfare  reported  that  welfare  is  "des- 
perately handicapped"  in  both  "legislative 
mandate  and  *  *  *  financial  resources." 
The  Council  prescribed  "a  major  updating  of 
our  welfare  system." 

The  House  bill  which  is  before  you  today 
not  only  fails  to  heed  the  Council's  prescrip- 
tion, but  is  in  my  judgment,  a  major  step  in 
the  other  direction. 

I  can  well  understand  what  motivated  the 
other  body  in  its  action.  It  was  concerned 
that  the  welfare  system  as  it  exists  today  has 
failed  to  enable  its  recipients  to  obtain  jobs 
and  end  their  dependency.  T  share  that  con- 
cern. It  was  concerned  at  the  recent  rise 
in  the  number  of  children  and  mothers  on 
aid  to  dependent  children.  I  share  that  con- 
cern. It,  therefore,  sought  to  create  a  sys- 
tem which  would  train  children  and  mothers 
on  welfare,  provide  day  care,  and  establish 
incentives  to  work.  I,  too,  believe  such  a 
system  is  needed. 

Indeed,  I  believe  that  we  will  never  suc- 
ceed in  restoring  dignity  and  promise  to  the 
lives  of  people  whose  frustration  exploded 
into  violence  in  the  cities  this  summer  until 
we  develop  a  system  which  provides  jobs — ■ 
enough  jobs  and  good  jobs. 

For  the  people  of  the  inner  city  five  to- 
day with  an  unemployment  rate  far  worse 
than  the  rest  of  the  Nation  knew  during  the 
depths  of  the  great  depression.  In  the  typical 
big  city  ghetto,  only  two  out  of  five  adult 
men  have  jobs  which  pay  $60  a  week  or 
more — enough  for  each  member  of  a  family 
of  four  to  eat  70  cents  worth  of  food  a  day. 
Only  half  the.  adult  men  have  full-time  jobs 
at  any  rate  of  pay.  Less  than  three  out  of  five 
have  any  work  at  all. 

I  have  suggested  that  we  need  an  immedi- 
ate impact  project  designed  to  put  men  to 
work  and  to  restore  some  sense  of  hope  to  the 
young  and  the  unemployed  residents  of  the 
city  slum.  We  should  begin  immediate  pro- 
grams of  needed  public  tasks  and  works — 
providing  jobs  to  build  schools  and  roads,  to 
restore  parks  and  erect  clinics,  and  to  staff 
the  schools  and  clinics  and  neighborhood 
centers  when  they  are  built.  Our  communities 
need  these  jobs  done  and  the  men  of  the 
ghetto  need  jobs.  By  matching  the  two  we 
can  return  hope  while  meeting  the  most 
urgent  needs  of  the  Nation. 

We  must,  then,  work  out  a  system  to  pro- 
vide jobs.  But,  I  do  not  believe  that  the 
approach  adopted  in  the  House  bill  will 
provide  these  jobs.  The  fact  is,  as  the  alarm- 
ing unemployment  and  underemployment 
figures  I  have  mentioned  indicate,  that  there 
are  not  enough  jobs  available  at  the  mo- 
ment. We  must  find  them,  but  in  the  mean- 
time, it  will  not  do  to  force  people  into 
training  programs  for  jobs  that  are  simply 
not  there.  That  will  only  increase  the  pent- 
up  frustration  which  has  already  exploded 
too  often  in  the  past.  In  the  meantime,  also, 
we  must  not  continue  to  place  a  premium 
on  broken  homes  as  the  condition  for  ob- 
taining public  assistance.  And,  we  must 
not  end  up  by  venting  our  own  frustration 
in  a  measure  punishing  the  poor  because 
they  are  there  and  we  have  not  been  able 
to  do  anything  about  them.  They  will  still 
be  there  when  we  are  done.  It  is  not  as  though 
people  choose  to  be  poor,  to  need  welfare 
assistance. 

Consider,  for  example,  that  we  have  a 
school  system  in  our  slums  which  is  plainly 
unsatisfactory.  Of  a  quarter  of  a  million 
Puerto  Rican  schoolchildren  in  New  York 
City,  only  37  went  on  to  college  last  year. 
If  young  men  are  unskilled  and  unprepared 
for  employment,  then  the  schools  which  left 
them  so  heavy  a  burden  bear  a  heavy  share 
of  the  responsibility. 

Nor,  of  course,  is  the  problem  merely  in 
the  schools.  For  the  rest  of  ghetto  life  also 
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there  are  statistics:  43  percent  of  the  hous- 
ing substandard  and  overcrowded;  14,000  peo- 
ple treated  for  rat  bites  every  year;  infant 
mortality  at  twice  the  normal  rate;  and, 
because  of  inadequate  diets  and  medical  care, 
mental  retardation  at  seven  times  the  com- 
munity level. 

These  are  matters  we  must  look  to.  For 
these  problems  welfare  is  neither  the  cause 
nor  the  remedy.  But,  welfare  has  its  job — 
helping  those  in  need — and  the  bill  before 
you  will  hinder  it  in  doing  that  job.  In- 
deed, instead  of  helping  at  all,  it  almost 
appears  intended  to  punish  the  poor.  And 
punish  it  will,  particularly  in  areas  of  -  the 
country  where  welfare  authorities  have  done 
their  best  to  demean  and  degrade  the  recipi- 
ent of  welfare  even  under  existing  law. 

Second,  the  coercive  provisions  on  commu- 
nity work  and  training  fit  into  this  pattern. 
The  objective  of  enabling  welfare  recipients 
to  obtain  productive  employment  is,  of 
course,  laudable;  indeed,  as  I  have  indicated, 
I  believe  it  is  the  only  hope  we  have  for 
avoiding  the  deep  division  in  our  society 
which  is  the  creation  of  a  permanent  class  of 
welfare  poor.  But,  attempting  to  bring  about 
employment  by  compulsion  is  not  the  way  to 
do  this.  There  are  many  mothers  who  should 
not  work.  Some,  particularly  in  progressive 
States  and  cities,  will  be  excused  from  work- 
ing. But,  in  other  States  with  less  enlightened 
welfare  programs,  many  will  either  be  driven 
off  the  welfare  rolls  or  will  be  discouraged 
from  applying,  and  they  will  still  be  poor — 
Mr.  Chairman,  a  little  more  invisible,  for  the 
time  being,  than  they  are  now,  but  no  less 
poor,  and  no  less  miserable. 

There  is  more  than  one  State  in  this  coun- 
try which,  even  under  existing  law,  has  had 
what  has  come  to  be  known  as  the  "employ- 
able mother"  rule.  Under  this  rule,  if  the  wel- 
fare officials  Judge  the  mother  to  be  employ- 
able, she  is  stricken  from  the  rolls.  Coinci- 
dentally,  these  rulings  tend  to  be  made  at  the 
time  of  the  year  when  people  are  needed  to 
pick  crops  at  $3  a  day.  This  rule  is  being  chal- 
lenged in  litigation,  but  the  provisions  of  the 
House  bill  on  compulsive  work  and  training 
imply  that  from  now  on  the  "employable 
mother"  rule  would  be  sanctioned  by  a  na- 
tional policy. 

We  in  the  Senate  must  go  on  record  as  op- 
posing this  almshouse  approach.  We  must  go 
also  on  record,  it  seems  to  me,  as  forcefully  as 
we  can  that  this  is  not  the  direction  which 
we  want  welfare  to  take.  We  must  not  allow 
this  backward  step.  What  I  would  recom- 
mend, therefore,  is  that  the  Senate  use  H.R. 
5710,  President  Johnson's  original  set  of  wel- 
fare recommendations,  as  its  working  bill. 
That  bill's  recommendations  were  limited,  to 
be  sure,  but  they  were  at  least  not  regressive. 
The  expanded  training  and  day  care  provi- 
sions which  the  House  adopted  can  then  be 
included  but  without  the  meat-ax  compul- 
sions which  the  House  bill  attached  to  them. 

Statement  op  Hon.  John  V.  Lindsay,  Matoe 
op  New  York 

We  are  doing  everything  possible  to  find 
the  absent  fathers  of  illegitimate  children 
and  require  them  to  contribute  to  the  young- 
sters' support. 

We  have  begun  an  experiment  with  an  eco- 
nomic incentive  to  allow  welfare  recipients  to 
keep  the  first  $85  a  month  they  earn,  plus 
30  percent  of  any  additional  income.  This 
form  of  economic  Incentive  may  be  the  most 
effective  way  to  reduce  welfare  expenditure 
and  encourage  independence. 

We  are  providing  supplemental  assistance 
to  families  In  which  the  breadwinner  is  fully 
employed  but  does  not  earn  enough  to  sup- 
port bis  family.  With  no  Federal  assistance, 
the  city  and  the  state  together  are  supple- 
menting the  Income  of  13,000  heads-of-fam- 
illes,  who  In  turn  support  65,000  individuals. 
We  make  up  the  difference  between  what  the 
breadwinner  earns  and  what  the  minimum 
welfare  allowance  would  be  for  such  a  family 


if  the  adult  were  unemployed.  It  costs  us  $90 
million  a  year. 

But  if  these  programs  are  to  work — any  of 
them — they  cannot  be  forced  upon  the 
clients.  We  can  provide  day  care  facilities — ■ 
but  we  cannot  force  a  mother  to  turn  her 
children  over  to  them.  We  can  develop  em- 
ployment opportunities — but  we  cannot 
force  a  person  to  take  the  job  and  expect  a 
satisfactory  employee;  in  all  likelihood  an 
unwilling  worker  will  be  fired.  We  can  offer 
family  planning  advice — but  we  cannot — and 
should  not — force  a  woman  to  accept  It. 

Although  the  belief  is  common  that  the 
welfare  rolls  are  burgeoned  with  the  lazy,  the 
shiftless,  able-bodied  men  and  women  who 
should  be  working  rather  than  loafing  along 
on  relief  checks,  the  facts  do  not  substantiate 
the  stereotype: 

In  a  spot  review  of  the  600,000  persons  who 
were  receiving  public  assistance  in  New  York 
City  at  the  end  of  last  year,  we  found: 

Seventy-nine  percent  were  children  and 
adults  caring  for  children.  The  approximate 
breakdown -was  98,500  mothers  and  300,000 
children. 

Fifteen  percent  were  aged,  sick  or  disabled 
and  wholly  unable  to  support  themselves. 

Two  percent  consisted  of  families  with  an 
employed  male  with  an  earned  income  so 
low  that  he  could  not  support  his  family  at 
a  subsistence  level. 

Four  percent  were  potentially  employable 
persons  unable  to  obtain  a  Job  because  of 
Inadequate  skills  or  training. 

Of  this  last  four  percent,  or  24,000  men 
who  are  technically  considered  employable, 
only  2,600  have  enough  occupational  ability 
to  move  into  employment  without  consider- 
able training  and  rehabilitation. 

About  43  percent  of  the  24,000  technically 
employable  men  are  considered  ready  for 
training  or  remedial  education  and  are  either 
Involved  in  or  are  awaiting  assignment  to 
such  programs.  The  remaining  44  percent  of 
that  small  percent  who  are  technically  em- 
ployable are  so  disabled  as  to  require  mas- 
sive counseling,  rehabilitation,  health  serv- 
ices, close  guidance  and  long-term  follow- 
through. 

I  might  note  that  this  basic  and  enor- 
mously difficult  task — finding  Jobs  for  those 
who  cannot  now  qualify  for  jobs — Is  the 
principal  aim  of  the  National  Urban  Coali- 
tion I  and  other  mayors  are  organizing.  It 
has  become  frustratingly  clear  to  me  as 
mayor  that  the  public  sector  cannot  marshal 
the  resources — In  money  and  In  brains — to 
move  against  the  problem.  But  the  private 
sector,  which  has  given  a  nation  the  world's 
highest  living  standard  and  yet  has  not  been 
brought  into  the  fight  against  poverty,  can 
get  results  far  exceeding  governmental 
abilities. 

If  the  commercial  and  industrial  giants  of 
this  country  will  undertake  a  total  effort  to 
provide  training  and  employment  for  the 
poor,  I  think  we  can  make  our  present  efforts 
look  almost  puny.  The  institution  of  that 
commitment  is  underway,  and  we  In  the 
cities  have  high  hopes  that  It  can  succeed 
where  we  have  so  consistently  failed. 

The  concern  for  the  nation's  public  assist- 
ance program  that  is  expressed  in  HJt.  12080 
is  a  concern  we  all  share.  The  Congress,  the 
taxpayers,  the  social  work  profession  and  the 
poor  themselves  have  witnessed  the  weak- 
nesses of  the  program  over  the  past  30  years. 

The  public  assistance  program  was  de- 
signed to  provide  basic  financial  support  for 
the  destitute,  as  well  as  services  to  encour- 
age self-support  where  possible.  On  both 
counts,  it  has  clearly  not  succeeded: 

Support  payments  In  most  states  are  too 
low  to  sustain  even  a  minimal,  decent  stand- 
ard of  living. 

The  method  by  which  these  payments  are 
delivered  encourages  feelings  of  worthless- 
ness  that  lock  recipients  Into  dependency. 

And  the  complex  administrative  structure 
prevents  an  investment  in  the  time  and  skill 
required  to  offer  constructive  help. 


It  has  been  demonstrated  amply  over  the 
years,  we  think,  that  more  investigations  of 
eligibility  are  not  the  answer,  that  forced 
work  is  not  the  answer,  that  removing  chil- 
dren from  their  homes  is  not  the  answer, 
that  denying  Federal  assistance  to  intact 
families  is  not  the  answer,  that  arbitrary 
caseload  ceilings  are  not  the  answer,  that  in- 
creasing the  stigma  of  welfare  is  not  the  an- 
swer, that  welding  services  and  income  main- 
tenance is  not  the  answer. 

The  nation  has  30  years  of  experience  with 
these  devices  and  the  results  are  plain.  They 
have  not  succeeded  in  controlling  the  case- 
load and  they  have  not  helped  people.  I  sub- 
mit that  it  is  equally  evident  that  some  of 
the  provisions  In  H.R.  12080 — adhering  as 
they  do  to  the  familiar  route  of  control  and 
threat — will  fail.  Aside  from  the  morality  of 
penalizing  children  with  the  proposed  ceiling 
on  the  aid  to  dependent  children  caseload, 
removing  children, from  parents  who  decline 
to  work  and  forcing  mothers  into  work  and 
training  that  may  not  be  appropriate — there 
are  also  questions  of  practicality  and  effect. 

Our  judgment  is  that  the  principal  amend- 
ments in  H.B.  12080  will  not  reduce  the  num- 
ber of  Americans  in  need  of  public  assistance. 
On  the  contrary,  we  believe  the  enactment  of 
provisions  for  an  AFDC  ceiling,  mandatory 
work  and  training  and  restrictions  In  the 
AFDC-UP  program  will  increase  the  number 
of  hearings  and  court  challenges  .  .  . 

Aggravate  tension  in  ghetto  areas  with  a 
high  proportion  of  welfare  recipients  .  .  . 

Further  cripple  the  administration  of  pub- 
he  assistance  by  multiplying  recipients  .  .  . 

Penalize  the  children  who  are  already 
penalized  by  their  families'  reduced  circum- 
stances .  .  . 

And  place  intolerable  financial  burdens  on 
states  and  localities  that  try  to  maintain 
their  programs. 

Las  Animas  County  Department  op  Public 
Welfare,  Colorado 
(The  following  letter  was  submitted  to  the 
committee  by  Hon,  Frank  E.  Evans,  a  U.S. 
Representative  in  Congress  from  the  State  of 
Colorado : ) 

September  11,  1967. 

Hon.  Frank  E.  Evans, 
Member  of  Congress, 
House  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 
Community  work  and  training  ■programs 
I  would  endorse  this  provision  100  percent, 
as  you  know  we  have  had  such  a  program  in 
Las  Animas  County  under  Title  V,  and  we 
feel  it  has  been  very  successful. 

Las  Animas  County  Department  of 

Public  Welfare, 
Clair  O.  Roberts,  Director. 

Staff  of  Lutheran  Family  and  Children's 
Services  op  St.  Louis,  Mo. 
Lutheran  Family  and 

Children's  Services, 
St.  Louis,  Mo.,  September  6,  1967. 
Senator  Russell  B.  Long, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C: 

Although  we  agree  with  the  principle  that 
it  Is  good  for  people  to  work  when  possible 
we  don't  feel  that  a  mandatory  law  Is  the 
way  to  accompUsh  this  goal.  To  assume  that 
forcing  an  ADC  mother  to  work  is  the  best 
way  to  break  the  cycle  of  family  dependency 
for  economic  support  raises  the  question  of 
a  mother's  role  In  child  rearing.  Does  a 
mother  best  meet  her  children's  needs  by 
working,  especially  If  she  has  young  children? 
Does  her  working  provide  the  best  chance 
for  her  children  to  grow  up  and  live  Inde- 
pendent of  assistance?  Thus  work  for  some 
adults  may  be  an  excellent  opportunity — but 
In  the  long  run  it  seems  that  focusing  on  the 
adults,  on  the  present  at  all  costs,  means  that 
we  haven't  dealt  with  the  chronic  nature  of 
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dependency — "from,  generation  to  genera- 
tion". 
Respectfully  yours, 

Constance  Hartner,  Rodney  R.  Johnson, 
LeRoy  D.  Zimmerman,  Jean  J.  Pfeifer, 
Douglas  Zopatoiny,  Sally  Phend,  Helen  • 
C.  Conunos,  Arnold  H.  Bringewatt,  Pat 
Annis,  Martha  Bringewatt,  Carolyn  J. 
Riske,  Douglas  Zopatoiny. 

Maine  Department  of  Health  and  Wel- 
fare— -Letter  From  Stephen  P.  Simonds, 
Director,  Bureau  of  Social  Welfare 
Department  of  health  and 

Welfare,  State  House, 
Augusta,  Maine,  August  28,  1967. 
To:  Dean  Fisher,  M.D.,  Commissioner. 
From:  Stephen  P.  Simonds,  Director,  Bureau 

of  Social  Welfare. 
Subject:    Social   Security  Amendments  of 
1967 — National    Governors  Conference 
Query. 

4.  The  requirement  forVork  training  pro- 
gram for  mothers  receiving  AFDC  payments 
should  apply  only  to  mothers  requesting  the 
training  instead  of  all  AFDC  mothers,  as  the 
bill  proposes.  It  is  both  undesirable  from  the 
standpoint  of  public  policy  and  totally  un- 
necessary for  practical  reasons. 

The  effect  of  the  bill's  proposal  is  to  put 
government  in  the  position  of  deciding  which 
mothers  will  work  and  which  ones  will  not; 
which  child  will  have  the  benefits  of  his  own 
mother's  care;  which  child  will  be  cared  for 
by  parent  substitutes.  For  very  sound  rea- 
sons, government  has  not  taken  upon  itself 
the  power  to  dictate  such  decisions.  Further- 
more, this  element  of  compulsion  is  not 
needed,  and  is  irrelevant.  The  fact  is  that 
the  combined  resources  of  our  Work  Ex- 
perience and  Training  program,  anti-poverty 
agencies,  and  other  manpower  training  pro- 
grams are  unable  now  to  provide  all  the  nec- 
essary educational,  training  and  work  experi- 
ence resources  requested  by  AFDC  mothers. 
We  cannot  take  care  of  all  those  who  want 
to  work.  The  proposed  Amendments  would 
require  us  to  set  up  elaborate  administrative 
machinery,  assure  weekly  registration  with 
employment  services,  police  "bona  fide"  job 
offers;  costly  procedures  which  serve  only  to 
divert  our  attention  and  resources  from  the 
work  training  programs  we  are  now  just  get- 
ting underway.  Moreover,  a  substantial  per- 
centage of  the  AFDC  recipient  groups  are  on 
the  program  relatively  short  periods  of  time 
and  except  for  brief  intervals  are  basically 
self-supporting.  Their  major  need  is  money 
to  get  them  through  a  crisis  period  and  they 
quickly  return  to  former  or  new  jobs,  when 
this  is  passed.  In  our  present  program,  these 
families  are  identified  and  we  do  not  spend 
time  doing  things  for  them  which  they  are 
perfectly  capable  of  doing  for  themselves. 
H.R.  12080  would  force  us  to  adopt  unproduc- 
tive and  meaningless  procedures  for  this 
group. 

Statement  of  the  Medical  Committee  for 
Human  Rights,  Chicago,  III.,  Submitted 
by  Quentin  Young,  M.D.,  National  Chair- 
man 

The  Medical  Committee  for  Human  Rights 
believes  that  Section  201,  requiring  mothers 
receiving  AFDC  to  work,  is  thoroughly  un- 
sound. In  our  society,  a  child's  mother  has 
long  been  considered  the  best  caretaker. 
When  both  parents  in  an  affluent  family 
work  it  is  difficult  enough  to  find  a  good  care- 
taker. The  surrogate  parents  available  to 
families  of  low  income  are  most  often  aged 
or  sick  relatives  or  older  siblings  who  are 
themselves  unsupervised.  Under  the  best  of 
circumstances  the  prolonged  absence  of  a 
mother  can  be  devastating  to  a  child.  Psy- 
chiatrists and  psychiatric  social  workers  rec- 
ognize that  often  it  is  most  important  for  the 
health  of  a  child  for  a  mother  not  to  work 
in  order  to  care  for  a  child  even  if  it  means 
she  must  go  on  welfare.  Furthermore,  the 


law  will  effectively  prevent  the  mother  from 
choosing  the  person  to  whom  she  will  entrust 
her  child.  The  proposed  and  as  yet  non-exist- 
ent day  care  centers,  considering  the  already 
low  funding  for  poverty  programs,  are  likely 
to  become  the  grim,  Dickensian  institutions 
which  promote  mental  retardation  and  emo- 
tional disorganization  rather  than  wholesome 
development. 

Statement  Presented  by  Msgr.  Lawrence  J. 
Corcoran,  Secretary,  National  Con- 
ference of  Catholic  Charities 
The  objectives  of  the  changes  proposed  by 
H.R  12080  are  commendable;  assuring  that 
recipients  who  are  able  enter  the  labor  force 
reducing  illegitimacy  and  strengthening  fam- 
ily life.  The  emphasis  on  work  and  training 
programs  may  well  augment  the  present  pro- 
gram of  the  Welfare  Administration,  funded 
by  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity.  It 
responds  to  the  desire  of  many  AFDC  re- 
cipients to  obtain  employment  and  not  re- 
ceive the  assistance  grants.  This  Committee 
already  has  been  furnished  the  information 
that  34%  of  the  closing  of  AFDC  cases  re- 
sulted from  employment  or  increased  earn- 
ing of  family  members. 

Granting  all  this,  however,  one  still  must 
question  the  basic  method  proposed  in  H.R. 
12080  to  accomplish  its  objectives,  namely, 
coercion.  It  is  highly  doubtful  that  any  per- 
son forced  to  work  or  take  work  training  will 
perform  an  adequate  job  or  develop  work 
skills.  This  Committee  would  be  well  advised 
to  remove  the  coercive  aspects  of  the  work 
and  training  program. 

Children  16  years  of  age  and  older,  who 
have  dropped  out  of  school,  also  are  to  be 
forced  to  work  or  to  take  work  training.  The 
first  effort  should  aim  to  return  these  chil- 
dren to  school,  yet  no  mention  is  made  of 
this  in  the  House  bill.  Only  after  these  ef- 
forts have  failed  should  the  youth  be  pressed 
into  the  labor  force. 

Perhaps  the  most  unfortunate  forcus  of 
the  coercion  in  H.R.  12080  is  upon  mothers  of 
children.  Perhaps  some  can  and  should  be 
urged  to  work,  or  take  work  training.  Others, 
however,  should  remain  in  the  home  because 
of  the  needs  of  their  children.  The  deter- 
mination of  this  demands  a  careful  and  skill- 
ful social  diagnosis.  Yet  the  staff  to  per- 
form this  skillful  task  is  not  available.  Only 
one  per  cent  of  the  caseworkers  and  13  per 
cent  of  the  supervisors  in  Public  Assistance 
programs  have  completed  their  graduate 
training  in  social  work.  This  is  a  barometer 
of  the  readiness  of  the  staff  of  public  assist- 
ance agencies  to  execute  the  task  being  as- 
signed to  it.  Such  a  job  assignment  seems 
impossible  of  fulfillment  under  present  cir- 
cumstances. 

National  Consumers  League 
(Submitted  by  Mrs.  Sarah  H.  Newman,  Gen- 
eral Secretary) 
The  National  Consumers  League  is  great- 
ly troubled  by  the  concept  of  public  welfare 
expressed  in  H.R.  12080,  which  would  force 
mothers  into  training  prorgams  and  to  ac- 
cept jobs  deemed  "appropriate".  Worse,  yet, 
is  the  freeze  on  welfare  payments  to  depend- 
ent children  which  would  punish  the  unborn 
by  eliminating  Federal  aid  for  any  additional 
children.  Instead,  we  endorse  improved  pub- 
lic assistance  payments  and  more  day-care 
facilities  for  children,  thereby  freeing  moth- 
ers for  training  programs. 

National  Council  of  Churches  of  Christ 
in  the  U.S.A. — Statement  by  William  H. 
Robinson 

The  provisions  of  the  public  assistance 
amendments  outrage  our  sense  of  American 
standards  of  decency  for  a  number  of  rea- 
sons. 

1.  They  remove  from  the  mother  of  AFDC 
families  the  right  to  decide  whether  her 
children's  growth  and  development  can  best 


be  nurtured  by  her  going  to  work  or  by  her 
staying  in  the  home  to  provide  them  with 
the  tender  loving  care  every  child  needs  for 
healthy  growth.  Some  mothers  may  choose 
to  go  to  work,  directly  or  by  way  of  a  training 
program,  and  to  leave  their  children  with  a 
day  care  center.  Others  may  sincerely  believe 
that  they  can  make  their  best  contribution 
to  their  children  and  to  society  by  staying  at 
home  to  care  for  them.  This  is  not  a  choice 
that  any  agency  of  government  should  dic- 
tate. It  is  a  thoroughly  unjustified  intrusion 
of  government  into  the  private  decisionmak- 
ing resposibilities  of  a  substantial  number  of 
American  mothers.  These  provisions  under- 
mine the  human  dignity  and  sense  of  worth 
of  AFDC  recipients  in  a  shamefully  un- 
American  and  unethical  way. 

2.  It  is  a  bad  social  policy  to  pursue  a 
goal  of  regularly  removing  mothers  from 
their  normal  duties  of  caring  for  their  young 
children  in  their  own  homes  where  fathers 
are  absent.  Counseling  services  should  be 
made  available  to  such  mothers  so  that  when 
they  want  help  to  decide  whether  to  go  to 
work  or  stay  at  home  to  take  care  of  their 
children  such  help  is  available.  Acceptance 
of  such  counseling  services  should  be  a  con- 
dition of  financial  aid.  For  those  mothers 
wishing  to  engage  in  work  and/or  training 
programs,  day  care  services  of  high  educa- 
tional quality  should  be  provided  to  their 
children.  These  day  care  centers  should  be 
staffed  with  people  able  to  provide  a  moth- 
er-substitute to  children  while  under  their 
care.  Our  society  will  certainly  not  benefit 
from  having  over  3  million  children  in  the 
coming  generation  deprived  of  a  mother's 
care  during  many  hours  of  the  day.  Children 
growing  up  under  such  conditions  will  cer- 
tainly provide  a  disproportionate  share  of 
the  delinquents,  the  mentally  ill,  and  the 
socially  and  economically  unproductive  citi- 
zens of  the  next  generation.  Our  society  can- 
not afford  such  a  dreadful  waste  of  human 
resources. 

Statement  of  Mrs.  Henry  Steeger,  Chair- 
man, National  Council  on  Illegitimacy 
4.  The  proposal  to  force  mothers  and  out- 
of-school  youngsters  over  16  into  the  labor 
market  as  a  condition  of  receiving  assistance. 
This  provision  does  no,t  allow  for  individuali- 
zation, and  does  not  take  into  account  the 
social  value  of  a  mother's  work  in  the  rear- 
ing of  her  children  and  caring  for  their  home. 
Also  youngsters,  rather  than  be  urged  to 
enter  the  labor  market  prematurely,  into  pos- 
sibly dead  end  jobs,  should  be  urged  to  com- 
plete schooling  so  that  their  long-range  earn- 
ing power  is  enhanced.  Continued  schooling 
should  be  available  for  pregnant  girls  and 
young  mothers. 

Prepared  Statement  of  the  National  Coun- 
cil of  Jewish  Women,  Inc.,  New  York, 
N.Y.,  Submitted  by  Mrs.  Leonard  H.  Wei- 
ner,  National  President 
The  National  Council  of  Jewish  Women, 
established  in  1893,  with  a  membership  of 
over  100,000  members  in  local  units  through- 
out the  United  States,  has  pioneered  in  serv- 
ices to  children  and  senior  citizens,  and  has 
always  strongly  supported  programs  for  such 
services. 

When  H.R.  5710  was  before  the  House  Ways 
and  Means  Committee,  the  National  Council 
of  Jewish  Women  supported  the  provisions  of 
the  legislation  in  the  belief  that  it  would  pro- 
vide much  needed  improvements  in  the  vari- 
ous programs  under  our  Social  Security  Sys- 
tem. We  are,  therefore,  deeply  concerned  and 
disturbed  by  some  of  the  provisions  of  the 
measure  reported  by  the  Committee  and  sub- 
sequently adopted  by  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives. Instead  of  improving  the  lot  of 
those  who  are  recipients  of,  in  some  instances, 
pitifully  inadequate  assistance,  the  measure, 
if  it  should  become  law,  may  rob  them  of 
this  assistance  altogether. 
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The  drastic  changes  proposed  under  the 
Public  Assistance  title  are  contrary  to  a  long- 
standing position  of  the  National  Council  of 
Jewish  Women  of  supporting  "procedures 
which  uphold  the  rights  and  dignity  of  re- 
cipients of  welfare  services."  There  is  a  seri- 
ous question  in  our  mind  whether  the  dig- 
nity of  an  individual  is  upheld  if  he  or  she 
is  forced  to  accept  or  keep  a  job  as  a  condi- 
tion of  assistance,  or  the  rights  of  a  mother 
are  upheld  when  she  is  forced  to  abandon 
her  freedom  of  choice  of  caring  for  her  chil- 
dren, or  in  some  instances  deprived  of  their 
custody. 

Statement  of  Ruth  Atkins,  on  Behalf  of 
the  National  Council  of  Negro  Women, 
Inc. 

The  intent  of  the  work  program  provision 
is  to  increase  the  individual's  job  potential. 
Accepted  as  such,  there  can  be  no  quarrel 
with  the  approach.  There  are,  however,  seri- 
ous questions  about  the  effect  of  the  specific 
provisions  written  into  H.R.  12080. 

Although  there  is  no  disagreement  with 
the  philosophy  that  people  should  be  helped 
to  become  self-supporting,  we  do  not  feel 
that  the  best  interests  of  children  or  of  all 
mothers  is  served  by  the  simplified  solution 
of  forcing  welfare  recipients,  including  some 
16-  and  17-year-olds,  into  the  labor  market 
at  any  cost.  Labor  Secretary  Wirtz  has  al- 
ready testified  to  the  difficulty  of  finding 
jobs  for  persons  with  limited  education  and 
the  problems  likely  to  be  caused  by  "instant 
training"  programs  too  hastily  established. 

Setting  up  compulsory  work  programs  for 
mothers  of  young  children  introduces  an 
element  of  coercion  which  is  not  likely  to 
produce  a  sound  learning  climate.  Nor  is  it 
consistent  with  the  "freedom  to  choose  your 
own  life  work"  ethic  on  which  our  free  en- 
terprise economy  prides  itself. 

There  is  no  question  that  the  arbitrary 
removal  of  mothers  of  young  children  from 
the  home  will  have  serious  effects  on  wages, 
working  conditions,  and  family  life.  The  solo 
parent  who  has  managed  to  maintain  a  home 
for  her  children  and  provide  some  measure 
of  family  stability  and  parental  love  in  the 
face  of  overwhelming  economic  odds  is  to  be 
admired  and  respected.  Under  the  provisions 
of  section  201  of  this  bill,  she  now  can  be 
arbitrarily  ordered  by  local  or  State  welfare 
agents  to  abandon  her  young  children  to  a 
hastily  established  day-care  center  while  she 
worries  her  way  through  a  day  of  "work 
training."  If  she  refuses  to  abandon  her  ma- 
ternal role,  "the  authorities"  may  question 
her  "fitness"  to  remain  a  mother  to  her  chil- 
dren. I  am  certain  that  the  gentlemen  of 
this  committee  share  with  me  a  belief  in  a 
strong  and  loving  family  as  the  keystone  to 
our  American  way  of  life.  We  had  far  better 
concentrate  on  building  family  strength  and 
resiliency  rather  than  on  destroying  the 
family  as  this  legislation  threatens  to  do. 

Testimony  of  National  Farmers  Union, 
Presented  by  Tony  T.  Dechant,  Presi- 
dent, and  Blue  A.  Carstenson,  Assistant 
Legislative  Director 

The  House  passed  Social  Security  Amend- 
ment (H.R.  12080)  contains  two  controver- 
sial amendments.  The  first  one  calls  for 
worker-training  programs,  but  requires  every 
adult  member  and  child  under  the  age  of  16 
who  is  not  in  school  for  whom  work  or 
training  is  appropriate  to  participate  or  face 
loss  of  public  assistance.  The  Committee 
said  that  only  a  few  state  welfare  depart- 
ments have  established  work  training  pro- 
grams at  this  time,  and  only  in  limited 
areas  despite  congressional  encouragement. 

We  urge  that  there  be  an  incentive  rather 
than  a  compulsion  so  that  those  on  welfare 
who"  work  or  go  Into  training  would  receive 
at  least  the  minimum  state  welfare  pay- 
ment set  by  the  state.  People  should  be  able 
to  earn  their  way  out  of  poverty. 


Statement  of  Martin  Morganstern  Na- 
tional Coordinator,  National  Federation 
of  Social  Service  Employees 

mandatory  community  work  and  training 
program 

HR  12080  requires  that  every  state  estab- 
lish community  work  and  training  programs 
for  AFDC  parents  and  that  "Every  adult 
member  and  child  over  16  not  attending 
school  for  who  it  was  determined,  that  work 
and  training  is  appropriate  would  be  re- 
quired to  participate  or  face  the  loss  of  as- 
sistance." (Summary  of  Provisions,  p.  11.) 
HR  12080  (p.  132)  provides  that  if  anyone 
"refuses  without  good  cause  to  participate 
in  a  work  and  training  program"  that  that 
person  would  be  ineligible  for  public  assist- 
ance. Chairman  Mills  asks,  "Is  that  not  the 
way  we  lead  people  from  a  condition  that  I 
am  sure  they  do  not  want  to  be  in — of 
need — into  a  position  of  independence  and 
self-support?"  (H  10668  Congressional  Rec- 
ord 8/17/67.)  The  answer  I  am  afraid  is  a 
most  resounding  "No." 

Certainly  we  are  in  favor  of  work  and 
training  for  any  recipients  in  any  category 
where  the  individual  is  capable  of  benefiting 
thereby.  We  recognize,  as  does  Chairman 
Mills  that  the  best  way  to  help  the  welfare 
recipient  is  to  end  his  dependency.  We  agree 
with  Mr.  Mills  when  he  says  that  the  people 
involved  themselves  do  not  want  to  remain 
in  a  condition  of  need.  The  question  is  how 
do  we  alleviate  need  and  end  dependency? 
It  is  our  feeling  that  the  mandatory  pro- 
gram outlined  in  this  law  will  do  much  more 
harm  and  little,  if  any,  good. 

There  are  several  factors  that  convince  us 
that  this  is  the  case.  The  states  are  required 
to  establish  Community  Work  and  Training 
programs  in  order  to  obtain  federal  reim- 
bursement! We  have  found  that  nothing  so 
motivates  state  officials  as  the  desire  to  ob- 
tain reimbursement.  In  order  to  demonstrate 
how  much  motives  can  operate  to  the  defeat 
of  the  intent  of  the  law,  let  me  digress  a 
moment  and  discuss  implementation  of  the 
1962  public  welfare  amendments.  In  1965  I 
was  a  case  worker  in  the  New  York  City  De- 
partment of  Welfare.  At  that  time  HEW  in- 
sisted on  implementation  of  the  services  re- 
quirements if  full  reimbursement  was  to  be 
continued.  In  my  welfare  center  I  attended 
three  meetings,  which  involved  taking  one- 
half  of  a  work  day  for  all  workers,  and  called 
in  order  to  discuss  "the  giving  of  services." 
In  each  of  those  meetings  we  discussed  the 
completion  of  certain  forms  that  HEW  re- 
quired for  reimbursement.  We  were  carefully 
briefed  on  the  proper  care  and  maintenance 
of  these  forms  and  repeatedly  admonished 
concerning  their  importance.  These  forms 
"reported"  the  time  and  nomenclature  of 
services  being  given  to  our  clients.  Not  one 
word  was  ever  said  concerning  the  quality  or 
nature  of  such  serviecs,  or  about  why  and 
when  they  should  be  offered.  Nothing  was 
said  about  the  importance  of  actually  giving 
services;  the  only  thing  of  importance,  the 
only  thing  discussed,  was  the  record  keeping 
which  guaranteed  reimbursement. 

If  we  insist  that  the  states  create  Com- 
munity Work  Training  programs  for  all 
clients  or  face  loss  of  reimbursement,  the 
results  will  be  worse  than  they  were  with 
the  services  amendments.  There  is  a  great 
deal  of  planning,  intelligence,,  time,  and  ef- 
ficiency necessary  to  build  such  a  program. 
The  states  that  have  been  working  on  them 
for  years  have  encountered  less  than  uni- 
versal success.  (As  an  example,  see  the  at- 
tached report:  "Chaos  in  the  Human  Re- 
sources Administration.")  Everyone  in  the 
poverty  program  has  seen  training  programs 
that  don't  train  and  work  programs  that 
don't  work.  Many  programs  have  trained 
people  for  jobs  that  didn't  exist,  or  for  which 
the  trainees  could  never  be  hired  for  rea- 
sons other  than  their  own  shortcomings.  No 
training  program  is  worth  the  money  in- 


vested in  it  unless  it  guarantees  a  man  a  job 
at  his  successful  conclusion  of  the  course 
and  unless  the  trainee  really  desires  such  a 
job.  Work  prospects  as  those  which  many 
states  and  counties  have  instituted  where 
reliefers  are  used  to  cut  grass,  shovel  snow, 
or  work  for  below  union  scale  in  dead-end 
jobs  will  entice  and  motivate  no  one.  They 
will  increase  the  recipient's  conviction  that 
the  cards  are  stacked  against  him  and  that 
his  only  salvation  lies  in  beating  the  system. 
Work  and  training  programs  that  are  little 
more  than  a  return  to  "work  relief"  are 
doomed  to  waste  the  taxpayer's  money  and 
the  welfare  worker's  time. 

There  are  other  drawbacks  to  this  pro- 
gram. The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  ac- 
knowledges that  "A  key  element  in  any  pro- 
gram for  work  and  training  for  assistance 
recipients  is  an  incentive  for  people  to  take 
employment"  (Report  of  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  in  HR  12080  p.  106).  Yet  the 
Committee  relies  primarily  upon  coercive 
techniques  rather  than  incentives.  One  of 
the  problems  with  our  current  Public  Wel- 
fare program  is  that  -  it  has  inherited  the 
coerciveness  of  the  English  poor  laws.  The 
examples  from  which  we  should  learn  are 
many.  In  1349  the  Statute  of  Laborers  in 
England  demanded  that  anyone  under  60 
who  was  unemployed  must  take  any  job 
available.  That  didn't  work  and  in  1531  we 
got  new  legislation  from  Henry  VIII  who 
said,  "Many  and  sundry  good  laws,  strict 
statutes  and  ordinances  have  been  enacted 
yet  notwithstanding  the  number  of  poor  has 
not  in  any  part  diminished  but  increased  in 
numbers."  His  highness  then  decree  another 
"good  statute"  prescribing  whipping,  loss  of 
an  ear  and  finally  death  for  unemployed 
beggars.  But  that  didn't  work  so  16  years 
later  in  1547  Edward  VI  tried  branding  and 
permanent  slavery.  This  failed.  Every  30  or 
40  years  thereafter  English  monarchs  tried 
new  variations  on  the  punitive  theme  and 
poverty  continued.  The  Committee's  "new 
approach"  is  really  old  hat. 

When  the  Ways  and  Means  Bill  does  try  in- 
centives it  does  so  half-heartedly  and  thus 
ineffectually.  The  first  incentive  they  rec- 
ommend is  to  be  provided  by  the  caseworker 
who  will  help  the  client  prepare  for  training 
by  using  the  social  services  already  author- 
ized under  the  1962  legislation  (report  of 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  p.  48)  to 
upgrade  the  client  and  prepare  him  or  her 
to  benefit  from  training.  Here  is  the  height 
of  irony,  for  these  proposals  destroy  any  hope 
we  may  have  held  for  ever  properly  imple- 
menting the  services  promised  in  the  1962 
amendments.  By  giving  the  caseworker  and 
his  superiors  the  absolute  power  to  dictate  to 
a  client  how  she  must  spend  her  income,  by 
giving  him  the  right  to  order  her  to  work,  to 
restrict  her  activities,  and  even  to  take  away 
her  children,  we  have  destroyed  any  chance 
of  creating  the  environment  of  trust  and  un- 
derstanding that  is  needed  if  services  are  to 
be  accepted  by  the  client. 

As  for  the  cash  incentives  that  would  re- 
ward those  who  take  jobs,  they  would  be  ex- 
cellent if  the  dollar  amounts  were  not  set 
so  low.  The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  cor- 
rectly points  out  that  the  precedent  for  dis- 
regarding some  earning  of  welfare  recipients 
was  set  in  Title  VII  of  the  Economic  Oppor- 
tunities Act  and  Section  109  of  the  Ele- 
mentary and  Secondary  School  Act  of  1965 
and  points  out  that  this  approach  while  good, 
is  merely  piecemeal  and  discriminatory.  The 
Committee  wisely  sets  out  to  correct  this  by 
setting  one  standard  that  would  apply  to 
all  income,  but  it  sets  the  amount  of  earn- 
ings that  a  client  might  keep  at  well  below 
those  set  in  the  earlier  legislation.  The  new 
levels  will  mean  an  actual  decrease  in  in- 
centive income  for  those  already  covered  by 
existing  legislation  and  in  any  case  is  much 
too  low  to  be  a  meaningful  incentive. 

It  is  our  carefully  considered  opinion, 
therefore,  an  opinion  that  results  from  long 
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and  constant  contact  with  welfare  agencies, 
that  given  a  climate  and  circumstances  where 
they  must,  in  a  relatively  short  time,  estab- 
lish mandatory  community  work  and  train- 
ing programs  the  state  and  local  authorities 
will  fail  miserably.  In  making  this  judgment 
we  take  into  consideration  the  fact  that  these 
programs  must  accomodate  excessive  num- 
bers of  persons,  many  of  whom  are  there  in- 
voluntarily and  resent  it,  that  these  programs 
then  have  at  once  a  captive  audience  but  a 
hostile  one.  We  must  remember  that  these 
programs  will  not  be  able  to  limit  or  adjust 
their  scope  to  placements  available  nor  have 
the  benefit  of  highly-motivated  trainees  (in 
fact  these  trainees  may  not  even  be  covered 
by  existing  laws  that  protect  other  workers) . 
These  programs  will  be  under  a  double  pres- 
sure, first  to  meet  HEW  standards  as  to  both 
inclusiveness  without  violating  "good  cause" 
regulations  and  second  to  show  immediate  ef- 
fectiveness. The  second  will  exist  as  public 
welfare  officials  will  remember  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee's  hasty  judgment  on  the 
1962  amendments  and  be  anxious  not  to  lose 
another  program.  Further  both  our  experi- 
ence as  workers  and  poor  law  history  indi- 
cate the  futility  of  a  punitive  "get  tough" 
approach  to  the  poverty  problem. 

Yet  we  want  to  see  extensive  CWT  pro- 
grams and  we  believe  that  the  states  can 
create  such  programs  and  that  they  will 
work.  They  will  work  if  the  states  work  hard 
to  build  programs  that  provide  good  jobs 
and  good  training  so  that  the  recipient  will 
have  a  better  life  to  look  forward  to  off  of 
welfare.  It  will  work  if  the  cash  incentives 
are  set  at  a  more  realistic  level,  perhaps  at 
$85.00  or  $100.00  monthly  plus  one  half  of 
the  rest.  And  finally  it  will  work  if  case- 
workers are  not  overburdened  with  large 
caseloads,  punitive  tasks  and  extensive 
paperwork  responsibilities  and  can  instead 
spend  their  time  preparing  and  motivating 
clients  for  work  and  training  projects.  Two 
final  points  on  this  topic. 

First,  if  we  are  panicked  into  creating  CWT 
projects  that  are  an  anathema  to  welfare  re- 
cipients they  will  spend  most  of  their  time 
scheming  to  avoid  work  and  training.  And 
they  will  raise  a  new  generation  of  indi- 
viduals to  whom  work  and  training  are  evils 
to  be  avoided  at  all  costs. 

Second,  we  are  alarmed  at  the  possible 
avoidance  of  the  minimum  wage  laws  under 
the  work  and  training  program.  We  confess 
to  confusion  over  the  intent  of  the  Commit- 
tee at  this  point.  In  the  Bill  itself  (Section 
204  (a) )  it  is  abundantly  clear  that:  "the 
rates  of  pay  will  not  be  less  than  the  ap- 
plicable minimum  rate  (if  any)  under  Fed- 
eral or  State  Law  for  the  same  type  of  work 
and  not  less  than  the  prevailing  rate  for 
similar  work  in  the  community  .  .  ."  How- 
ever, in  the  Report  (p.  105)  it  states: 

"The  original  provision,"  (as  above)  .  .  . 
"is  based  on  the  view  that  the  AFDC  par- 
ticipant under  the  CWT  program,  including 
arrangements  for  training  with  private  em- 
ployers, is  not  in  an  employment  relation- 
ship, or  otherwise  subject,  because  of  this 
activity,  to  the  wage  and  hours  laws  (or  the 
internal  revenue,  social  security,  or  work- 
men's compensation  laws).  For  this  reason, 
the  Committee  urges  that  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  find  it  possible  to  classify  the  bene- 
ficiaries of  this  program  as  not  being  in- 
cluded under  the  Federal  minimum  wage 
law." 

If  this  last  paragraph  means  what  it  says, 
it  appears  that  the  calumny  is  complete.  It 
is  quite  obvious  that  someone  who  is  not 
protected  by  the  minimum  wage,  social  se- 
curity and  workmen's  compensation  laws  will 
not  be  given  the  opportunity  to  participate 
In  the  internal  revenue  system.  This  is,  of 
course,  together  with  the  penalty  provisions 
of  the  Amendments,  a  fundamental  thrust  at 
depressing  the  labor  force.  We  urge  careful 


and  detailed  inquiry  into  the  intent  of  the 
Committee  and  the  strictest  conformity  to 
the  mandates  of  the  original  Act. 

Letter  From  Mrs.  Lucille  S.  Pugh,  Pres- 
ident, Oregon  Social  Welfare  Association 
Oregon  Social  Welfare  Associa- 
tion, Inc., 

Salem,  Oreg.,' September  18,  1967. 
Hon.  Russell  B.  Long, 

Chairman,  Senate  Finance  Committee,  U.S. 
Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Sir:  The  Membership  of  the  Oregon  Social 
Welfare  Association,  Inc.  through  its  Board 
of  Directors  protests  certain  sections  of  HR 
12080,  Title  II,  as  being  punative  and  not  in 
the  best  interest  of  the  people  of  this  coun- 
try. We  refer  spec'ificially  to  those  sections 
of  the  bill  which  would 

( 1 )  require  all  adults  on  assistance,  includ- 
ing mothers  and  out  of  school  youth  over 
16  to  engage  in  work  and  training  as  a  con- 
dition of  receiving  public  assistance.  The 
proposal  apparently  includes  exemption  from 
minimum  wage  requirements  and  further 
provides  such  penalties  as  removal  of  the 
adult  from  the  assistance  budget,  discontin- 
uing assistance,  or  even  possible  removal  of 
the  children  by  court  and  placement  of  the 
children  in  foster  care. 

Statement  of  the  Pennsylvania  Depart- 
ment of  Public  Welfare,  Submitted  bt 
Thomas  W.  Georges,  Jr.,  M.D. 

SECTION  204.  COMMUNITY  WORK  AND  TRAINING 
PROGRAMS 

The  provision  for  75%  matching  (85% 
until  July  1,  1969)  for  "training,  supervision, 
and  material"  is  attractive.  Pennsylvania 
could  use  a  variety  of  services  in  a  sound 
work  and  training  program.  However,  the 
mandatory  requirement  that  a  CWT  pro- 
gram be  established  in  all  areas  where  there 
is  a  "significant  number"  of  AFDC  recipi- 
ents age  16  and  over  ignores  the  fact  that  the 
CWT  program  by  itself,  can  be  used  to  con- 
duct work  relief  projects  which  have  a  dead 
end.  In  effect,  the  person  in  a  CWT  program 
would  work  only  for  his  assistance  grant. 

We  have  real  question  as  to  whether  such 
programs  are  geared  to  providing  stable,  real- 
istic jobs.  They  seem  rather  to  satisfy  the 
belief  that  poor  people  should  work  for  what 
they  get.  It  is  not  a  respectable  way  of  get- 
ting people  to  work.  It  does  not  get  people 
back  into  the  labor  market  as  self-support- 
ing. It  tends  to  continue  dependency.  It  is 
not  a  substitute  for  either  public  employ- 
ment or  private  employment  expansion 
efforts. 

We  wonder,  in  these  days  of  almost  un- 
limited training  programs  with  government 
support,  if  there  is  any  reason  for  public 
welfare  to  operate  a  work  relief  program? 
Pennsylvania  has  had  such  a  program  for 
many  years.  Our  own  experience  is  that  the 
more  recently  created  Work-Training  pro- 
grams (Title  V.  EOA,  MDTA,  Neighborhood 
Youth  Corps,  New  Careers  Program,  etc.) , 
with  built-in  incentives  are  more  productive. 

We  propose  that  there  should  be  a  Fed- 
erally supported  work  and  training  program. 
It  should  be  equal  in  its  incentives  and 
benefits  to  the  MDTA,  Neighborhood  Youth 
Corps,  New  Careers,  and  Title  V  (Economic 
Opportunity  Act  Program) . 

Our  best  experience  convinces  us  that  the 
public  assistance  role  is  to  prepare  the  hard 
core  of  unemployed  to  enter  the  labor  mar- 
ket. Our  greatest  success  has  proven  that 
literacy  training  is  fundamental  to  any 
work  and  training  program  if  it  is  to  enhance 
lasting  upward  mobility.  Therefore,  the  pro- 
gram should  be  keyed  to  training  rather 
than  a  mandatory  work  training  program 
alone.  For  literacy  and  related  training,  the 
Incentives  should  be  the  same  as  for  work 
training. 


Statement  of  Paul  H.  Todd,  Jr.,  Chief 
Executive  Officer,  Planned  Parent- 
hood-World Population 
Particularly  in  extending  family  planning 
to  those  who  depend  on  public  assistance, 
every  effort  must  be  made  to  avoid  any  actual 
or  implied  coercion.  Not  only  does  a  coer- 
cive approach  to  family  planning  violate  the 
right  or  individual  privacy  but  -it  is  self- 
defeating.  We  have  seen  in  many  communi- 
ties how  the  punitive  application  of  such 
regulations  as  the  "man-in-the-house"  rule 
results  in  frightening  recipients  away  from 
taking  advantage  of  family  planning  services 
which  they  want  and  need.  We  urge  the  com- 
mittee to  amend  section  201B  to  require  Fed- 
eral, State,  and  local  authorities  to  establish 
clear  and  unambiguous  safeguards  against 
coercion  in  carrying  out  the  mandated  family 
planning  program. 

Statement  of  Carl  Rachlin,  Legal  Direc- 
tor, Scholarship,  Education,  and  De- 
fense Fund  for  Racial  Equality,  Inc., 
New  York,  N.Y. 

Now  what  this  bill  does,  Senator,  is  further 
carry  the  destruction  of  the  Negro  family  one 
step  beyond  what  I  have  just  said,  because 
now  we  are  saying  not  only  can  the  father 
not  be  there,  but  that  the  mother,  in  order 
to  continue  to  receive  any  assistance  at  all, 
must  leave  the  house:  That  is  she  has  no 
alternative  as  to  whether  she  will  or  will  not 
work  or  will  or  will  not  remain  and  take  care 
of  her  children.  She  must  accept  whatever 
employment  or  training  will  be  provided  or 
risk  losing  assistance  for  her  children. 

We  say  that  with  the  mother  out  of  the 
house,  having  already  forced  the  father  out 
of  the  house,  what  will  be  left  of  the  family 
stability?  We  think  mothers  ought  to  be 
given  an  opportunity  to  decide  for  them- 
selves. Some  may  feel  that  it  is  better  if  they 
work,  others  may  feel  better  if  they  stay  in 
their  homes.  This  should  be  the  mother's 
decision.  We  think  that  that  is  the  signifi- 
cant thing  that  H.R.  12080  is  very  weak  on. 

Letter  From  Richard  G.  Shepard,  Social 

Work   Supervisor,   Whitehall,   Wis.  to 

Hon.  William  Proxmire 

(Submitted  by  Senator  Proxmire) 

(The  following  letter  was  submitted  to  the 
committee  by  Hon.  William  Proxmire,  a  U.S. 
Senator  from  the  State  of  Wisconsin:) 

Whitehall,  Wis.,  September  20,  1967. 
Hon.  William  Proxmire, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

Second.  The  second  potentially  damaging 
aspect  of  the  proposed  amendments  is  in 
Title  II,  Section  201,  page  107FF,  and  Section 
204,  page  126FF.  Specifically  I  refer  to  the 
proposal  which  would  require '  mothers  on 
the  AFDC  program  to  engage  in  work  train- 
ing and  employment  as  a  condition  to  re- 
ceiving assistance. 

It  is  my  feeling  that  this  aspect  of  the  pro- 
posed bill  could  be  very  damaging  to  the 
little  pre-school  children  who  need  the  iden- 
tification with  an  adult.  Generally  AFDC  is 
granted  to  homes  where  the  father  is  gone  for 
any  number  of  reasons.  Therefore,  in  AFDC 
homes  there  is  only  one  parent  for  the  child 
to  identify  with.  If  the  mother  is  then  forced 
into  work  training  or  employment,  there  will 
be  no  one  to  give  the  child  comfort,  re-assur- 
ance or  love.  It  would  be  very  likely  that 
such  a  barren  childhood  would  damage  the 
mental  health  of  these  children. 

If  this  aspect  of  the  bill  could  be  changed 
to  exclude  those  mothers  with  pre-school 
children  and  those  adults  not  physically  fit, 
it  would  not  be  so  objectionable. 

Richard  G  Shepard. 
Social  Works  Supervisor. 


December  14-,  1967 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


S 18773 


Letter  to  Long  Prom  Robert  D.  Mabbs, 
President,  South  Dakota  Chapter,  Na- 
tional Association  of  Social  Workers 
South  Dakota  Chapter,  National 
Association  op  Social  Workers, 

September  8, 1967. 
Re  H.R.  12080  Social  Security  Amendments 

of  1967. 
Hon.  Russell  B.  Long, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 
We  protest: 

1.  The  assumption  that  Aid  to  Families 
with  Dependent  Children  is  primarily  a  pro- 
gram for  children  born  out  of  wedlock.  About 
83  percent  of  the  children  in  APDC  grants 
are  legitimate. 

2.  The  assumption  that  all  adults  in  fam- 
ilies with  dependent  children  should  work. 

a.  Rearing  children  is  an  important  func- 
tion. Especially  where  one  parent  is  left  with 
the  responsibility,  this  may  take  all  the 
time  and  energy  she  has.  Families  receiving  a 
AFDC  grants  tend  to  be  larger  than  in  the 
total  population. 

b.  Many  adults  in  these  families  have  ob- 
stacles to  employment  in  addition  to  their 
need  to  care  for  their  children,  such  as  poor 
health,  lack  of  education  or  work  experience, 
physical  handicaps,  minority  status,  and 
lack  of  skills.  Others  live  in  small  communi- 
ties or  on  Indian  reservations  where  jobs 
simply  do  not  exist. 

Sincerely, 

Rorert  D.  Mabbs, 
President,  South  Dakota  Chapter,  Di- 
rector   Undergraduate    Social  Work 
Eucation,  Augustana  College,  Sioux 
Falls,  S.  Dak. 

Edward  V.  Sparer,  Teacher  of  Law  of  Public 

Assistance,  Yale  Law  School 
c.  the  new  "work  test"  for  mothers  and 
the  current  status  of  "work  tests" 
Work  requirements  as  a  condition  of  pub- 
lic assistance  for  able-bodied  adults  is  not, 
of  course,  newly  introduced  by  H.R.  12080. 
As  a  general  rule,  able-bodied  men  are  re- 
quired to  work  or  to  seek  work  and,  so  too, 
are  able-bodied  women  who  do  not  have 
young  children  to  care  for.  Some  welfare  of- 
ficials in  their  zealous  pursuit  of  work  re- 
quirements, have  attempted  to  criminally 
punish  men  who  refused  jobs,  and  some  lower 
courts  have  agreed  with  their  theories  only 
to  be  rebuffed,  properly,  by  appellate  courts. 
See,  e.g.,  People  v.  La  Fountain,  21  App.  Div. 
2d  719  (3rd  Dept.,  1964)  and  People  v.  Pickett, 

  N.Y.  2d   ,  278  N.Y.S.  2d  802  (1967). 

(As  indicated  by  the  N.Y.  Court  of  Appeals 
in  Pickett,  serious  questions  regarding  the 
Thirteenth  Amendment  arise  upon  such 
criminal  punishment.)  Nevertheles,  it  is  gen- 
erally accepted  as  part  of  the  structure  of 
our  present  federal  and  state  welfare  laws, 
that  the  able-bodied  are  required  to  accept 
work. 

A  different  situation  exists  with  regard  to 
mothers  of  young  children  on  AFDC.  The 
intent  underlying  our  present  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  is  that  the  right  to  make  the  decision 
as  to  whether  such  mothers  should  work  or 
not  should  not  be  taken  away  from  poor 
mothers  just  as  it  has  not  been  taken  from 
other  mothers  in  our  society.  In  its  Hand- 
book of  Public  Assistance  Administration, 
Pt.  IV,  Sec.  3401,  HEW  has  summarized  the 
legislative  history  and  intent  of  the  present 
act: 

"The  aid  to  dependent  children  program 
is  designed  to  provide  as  adequately  as  pos- 
sible, such  assistance  and  service  as  are  es- 
sential to  the  rearing  of  children  in  family 
homes.  To  the  extent  that  such  help  is 
available,  a  mother  in  and  aid  to  dependent 
children  family  is  in  a  position  to  exercise 
some  degree  of  choice  as  to  what  course  of 
action  she  should  follow  with  respect  to 
seeking  or  continuing  employment  and  to 
make  a  decision  in  consideration  of  her 


special  circumstances,  especially  the  extent 
to  which  the  age  or  condition  of  her  children 
may  make  her  continuous  presence  at  home 
desirable  or  necessary." 

It  was  clearly  indicated  by  statements 
made  in  the  reports  of  the  Committee  on 
Economic  Security*  that  the  intent  of  the 
aid  to  dependent  children  program  was  to  en- 
able mothers  to  remain  in  their  homes,  so 
that  their  children  would  have  the  oppor- 
tunity for  parental  care  and  the  benefits 
of  growing  up  in  a  family  setting. 

"The  enactment  of  laws  for  aid  to  depen- 
dent children  was  evidence  of  public  recog- 
nition of  the  fact  that  long-time  care  must 
be  provided  for  those  children  whose  fathers 
are  dead,  are  incapacitated,  or  have  deserted 
their  families;  that  security  at  home  is  an 
essential  part  of  a  program  for  such  care; 
and  that  this  security  can  be  provided  for 
this  whole  group  of  children  only  by  public 
provision  for  care  in  their  own  homes. 

"*  *  *  Before  the  adoption  of  these  laws 
it  frequently  *  *  *  happened  *  *  *  that  she 
(the  mother)  *  *  *  was  encouraged  to  make 
the  attempt  to  be  both  homemaker  and  wage 
earner,  with  the  result  in  such  cases  that  the 
home  was  broken  up  after  she  had  failed  in 
her  dual  capacity  and  the  children  had.  be- 
come delinquent  or  seriously  neglected." 

The  transfer  of  mothers  of  young  children 
from  their  homes  into  the  labor  market  may 
increase  the  woman  power  in  industry  and 
domestic  service,  but  whether  the  employ- 
ment of  such  women  represents  an  economic 
asset  depends  upon  a  number  of  factors  in 
each  case.  For  example,  when  children  be- 
come ill,  they  are,  as  a  rule,  cared  for  in  their 
own  homes,  and  if  the  mother  is  employed 
she  must  usually  either  stay  away  from  her 
job  or  neglect  her  sick  child.  The  time  avail- 
able for  domestic  responsibilities  is  limited 
for  an  employed  mother.  She  must  either 
neglect  her  home  or  make  inroads  on  her 
physical  resources.  The  resulting  nerve 
strain  may  affect  her  contribution  to  indus- 
try as  well  as  to  the  well-being  of  her  family. 
Even  if,  on  the  other  hand,  substitutes  for 
the  mother's  care  are  obtained,  the  children 
will  require  a  considerable  portion  of  the 
time  of  some  other  responsible  adult. 

The  role  of  the  public  assistance  agencies 
is,  by  assistance  and  other  services,  to  help 
the  mother  arrive  at  a  decision  that  will  best 
meet  her  own  needs  and  those  of  her  children. 
Such  help  will  involve  consideration  with 
families  of  such  factors  as  the  welfare  of 
children  during  the  mother's  absence  from 
home  and  of  the  type  of  substitute  child  care 
arrangements  the  mother  can  or  wishes  to 
make  if  she  takes  full-  or  part-time  work. 
Consultation  services  should  also  be  available 
that  will  help  the  mother  determine  what  in- 
creased costs  will  be  involved  in  taking  a  job; 
for  instance,  clothes,  lunches,  transportation 
costs  and  other  necessary  expenses  involved 
in  the  mother's  absenting  herself  from  home. 
In  some  instances,  a  part  of  the  potential 
wages  will  be  required  to  provide  supervision 
for  the  children  in  their  home  or  in  a  day- 
care facility.  The  opportunity  to  discuss  these 
conditions  will  necessarily*influence  decisions 
since  it  will  often  be  apparent  that  antic- 
ipated earnings  will  not,  in  all  cases,  provide 
the  essentials  for  family  life. 

The  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance  recom- 
mends against  any  policy  of  denying  or  with- 
drawing aid  to  dependent  children  as  a 
method  of  bringing  pressure  upon  women 
with  young  children  to  accept  employment. 
Public  assistance  recipients  should  not  be 
subjected  to  undue  pressure  and  receive  dif- 
ferent treatment  from  that  accorded  other 
persons  in  the  community  simply  by  reason 
of  the  fact  that  they  are  in  receipt  of  public 
assistance.  In  cases  of  families  receiving  add 
to  dependent  children,  children  are  already, 
in  most  instances,  deprived  of  the  care  of  one 


*  Special  Security  Board :  Social  Security  in 
America,  1937,  pp.  233-234. 


parent,  and,  therefore,  need  the  protection 
and  personal  supervision  of  the  available 
parent. 

H.R.  12080  would  reverse  the  purpose  of 
AFDC.  It  would  require  mothers  of  young 
children  to  work  as  a  condition  of  unre- 
stricted AFDC  aid  whenever  the  welfare  de- 
partment decides  she  should  work.  If  the 
mother  disagrees  and  insists  that  she  care  for 
her  own  children,  "the  children  involved 
could  be  taken  care  of  only  through  protec- 
tive payments  or  vendor  payments  without 
the  need  to  make  the  usual  determination 
that  the  adult  is  not  capable  of  handling  the 
funds."  (P.  104,  House  Committee  Report) . 

The  House  bill,  however,  would  thus  reverse 
current  policy  only  on  the  federal  level  and 
in  approximately  one-half  of  the  states.  Ac- 
cording to  a  survey  conducted  last  year  by 
the  Columbia  Center  on  Social  Welfare  Policy 
and  Law,  the  other  half  of  the  states  have 
enacted  AFDC  regulations  which  require 
mothers  to  work  whenever  the  welfare  de- 
partment, under  its  rule,  deems  it  appro- 
priate. 

Some  of  the  state  welfare  regulations  reach 
incredible  lengths.  Thus  the  Georgia  regu- 
lation, on  the  one  hand  requires  mothers 
to  obtain  full-time  work  whenever  the  wel- 
fare dept.  deems  it  appropriate;  on  the  other 
hand,  the  welfare  department  must,  under 
the  Georgia  "employable  mother"  regulation, 
discontinue  aid  whenever  the  mother  ob- 
tains a  full-time  job,  no  matter  how  little 
she  earns.  Thus,  the  lead  plaintiff  in  a  cur- 
rent federal  court  suit  challenging  the  con- 
stitutionality of  this  particular  rule,  earns 
$24.  (twenty-four  dollars)  for  a  forty-eight- 
hour  work  week  and  was  deemed  not  eligible 
for  AFDC  supplementation.  She  has  seven 
children  to  support.  Another  plaintiff  earns 
$15.  (fifteen  dollars)  for  a  fifty-hour  work 
week.  She  too  was  denied  supplementation, 
though  she  has  eleven  children  to  support. 

The  Washington,  D.C,  rule,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  goes  even  further.  Under  the  D.C. 
rule  a  mother  who  is  deemed  able-bodied 
and  available  for  work  is  subject  to  AFDC 
termination  even  though  she  has  not  ob- 
tained a  job!  Nevertheless,  the  more  typical 
rule  does  not  require  termination  (so  long 
as  the  mother  seeks  work  when  the  welfare 
department  so  decides)  and  will  provide  for 
supplementation  of  salaries  in  the  single 
parent  family  up  to  AFDC  "need"  levels.  I 
cite  some  of  the  experiences  under  such 
rules,  therefore,  as  an  indication  of  the  range 
of  use  and  abuse  that  might  develop  under 
H.R.  12080  on  a  national  basis. 

New  York. — New  York  State  has  a  regu- 
lation which  empowers  the  local  welfare  de- 
partment to  require  an  AFDC  mother  to 
work  when  the  department  deems  it  in  the 
"best  interest".  The  conclusion  of  the  New 
York  City  welfare  department,  however,  is 
that  such  requirements  are  unrealistic,  dam- 
aging to  the  mother  and  inconsistent  with 
the  self-respect  and  independence  that  is 
the  goal  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 

Arizona. — A  not  untypical  case  of  the 
"employable  mother"  sort  that  I  have  come 
across  involved  a  mother  of  nine  children 
who  was  cut  off  welfare  (and  thereby  forced 
to  take  a  full-time  job  at  strenuous  work  for 
little  pay) .  Her  young  children  were  left  vir- 
tually uncared  for.  She  appealed  her  earlier 
welfare  cutoff  and  was  restored  to  welfare, 
only  to  be  cut  off  again  on  the  claim  that  her 
work  experience  during  her  earlier  cutoff 
proved  that  she  was  "an  employable  mother." 
A  protracted  appeal  and  hearing  finally  re- 
stored her  to  AFDC  once  again,  but  not  until 
she  and  her  children  had  endured  consid- 
erably more  suffering. 

Mississippi. — How  the  "employable  moth- 
er" rule  works  in  Mississippi  is  best  told  in 
the  words  of  a  former  AFDC  recipient  who 
was  cut  off  because  of  it.  Mrs.  Ora  D.  Wil- 
son testified  at  the  welfare  hearings  in  Jack- 
son, conducted  by  the  Mississippi  State  Ad- 
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visory  Board  of  the  Civil  Rights  Commission. 
Mrs.  Wilson  stated: 

In  the  year  1965,  I  was  receiving  a  welfare 
check.  On  the  first  day  of  June,  I  came  to 
Jackson  on  a  demonstration.  I  got  locked  in 
jail  and  stayed  locked  in  jail  for  eleven  days, 
and  when  I  returned  home,  the  welfare  lady 
who  has  brought  a  check — brought  my  wel- 
fare check  to  my  home — she  had  been  mail- 
ing it  every  month,  but  this  time  she  had 
brought  it  a  day  before  I  returned  home,  and 
she  left  this  check  with  my  children,  with  the 
two  children.  She  told  the  two  children,  when 
I  come  home,  to  come  to  the  office  to  see  her. 
When  I  came  home,  I  did  go  to  the  office.  The 
welfare  lady  asked  me  where  had  I  been.  She 
came  to  my  home,  and  where  was  I?  I  told 
her  I  was  in  Jackson  at  that  time.  And  she 
asked  me  wasn't  I  in  a  demonstration?  I  told 
her,  "yes,  I  was."  She  said,  "Didn't  you  know 
that  you  didn't  have  any  business  to  leave 
home,  to  leave  your  children?"  She  said, 
"Where  did  you  leave  your  children?"  I  said, 
"I  left  my  children.  They  were  at  home  and 
they  was  in  good  care."  She  said,  "You  didn't 
have  any  business  to  go  off  and  leave  your 
children."  And  she  said,  "You  should  have 
been  here  chopping  cotton  for  $3.00  a  day 
instead  of  going  off  on  a  demonstration." 
Then  she  said,  "If  you  will  agree  to  chop 
cotton  for  $3.00  a  day,"  she  said,  "you  will  get 
your  check  back  in  August."  She  said,  "You 
will  get  your  first  check  in  August."  This 
was  in  June.  At  this  time,  I  belonged  to  a 
Freedom  Labor  Union  in  Indianola,  Missis- 
sippi. This  union  was  on  strike.  I  refused 
to  go  back  into  the  fields.  I  told  her  that  this 
was  a  Freedom  Labor  Union,  and  this  union 
was  on  strike  and  I  refused  to  return  to  go 
back  to  the  fields.  She  told  me  that  if  I  re- 
fused to  go  back  to  the  fields  and  chop  cot- 
ton for  $3.00  a  day,  then  she  would  cut  my 
check  off,  and  she  did  cut  it  off.  I  didn't  go 
back.  She  cut  my  check  off. 

The  Mississippi  hearings  contained  even 
more  horrifying  examples  of  the  use  and 
abuse  of  employable  mother  rules.  In  connec- 
tion with  Mrs.  Wilson's  testimony  however, 
it  might  be  pointed  out  that  federal  law, 
both  under  the  current  Act  and  as  would  be 
amended  under  H.R. v  12080,  definition  of 
"good  cause"  for  refusing  work  is  left  to 
the  states.  Mississippi  has  not  chosen  to  de- 
fine "good  cause"  as  including  the  existence 
of  a  labor  dispute  and  strike  at  the  site  of 
the  offered  employment.  At  the  least,  a  fed- 
eral definition  of  "good  cause,"  including 
labor  disputes,  ought  to  be  promulgated 
under  new  legislation. 

One  might  comment  on  the  examples  of 
wrongful  decision-making  under  current 
"employable  mother"  rules  by  urging  that 
the  right  to  have  a  "fair  hearing,"  guar- 
anteed in  the  Social  Security  Act,  is  an  ade- 
quate remedy  for  abuse.  Unfortunately, 
the  "fair  hearing"  is  a  most  inadequate 
remedy.  As  demonstrated  by  the  Arizona 
case  cited  above,  the  "fair  hearing"  is  not 
held  and  decided  until  long  after  the  damage 
is  done. 

Moreover,  a  decision  as  to  when  it  is  "ap- 
propriate" for  a  mother  to  be  required  to 
work  and  when  it  is  not,  is  a  decision  made 
with  regard  to  vague  standards  necessarily 
invloving  large  amounts  of  discretion.  The 
moment  tha  discretion  is  placed  in  the  hands 
of  someone  (the  welfare  worker)  other  than 
the  mother,  it  becomes  extraordinarly  diffi- 
cult for  the  mother  to  challenge  it.  This  Is 
especially  true  when  the  mother  is  an  isolated 
welfare  client,  ignorant' of  the  rules  and  her 
legal  rights,  and  afraid  to  endanger  the  grant 
upon  which  she  depends  for  the  food  and 
shelter  for  her  children.  These  factors  have 
led  one  of  the  leading  legal  scholar-research- 
ers in  the  welfare  field  to  conclude  that  the 
hearing  system  does  not  offer  mothers  pro- 
tection against  the  employable  mother  rule. 
See  Handler,  Controlling  Official  Behavior  in 


Welfare  Administration  (May,  1966,  Calif. 
Law  Rev.) . 

On  what  ground  should  the  Intent  of  the 
1935  Social  Security  Act — that  of  allowing 
the  AFDC  mother  to  decide  herself  whether 
it  is  best  for  her  to  stay  home  and  care  for 
the  children  or  leave  them  with  others  to 
go  to  work — be  changed.  Protecting  the  right 
of  the  mother  to  decide  such  a  question  is 
traditional  within  our  society.  When  mothers, 
both  middle  class  and  poor,  choose  to  work 
to  advance  a  career  for  themselves  and/or 
add  to  the  family  income,  something  bas- 
ically different  has  occurred  than  when  an 
impoverished  mother,  against  her  will,  is 
required  to  leave  her  children  with  others  so 
that  she  might  work  at  exhausting,  menial 
activity  for  the  purpose  of  continuing  her 
children's  AFDC  grant. 

Of  course,  employment  of  mothers  who 
have  skills  which  will  bring  them  substantial 
earnings  is  frequently  socially  desirable.  How- 
ever, social  researchers  have  also  found  that 
the  employment  of  mothers  with  no  such 
skills,  who  want  to  remain  in  their  homes 
and  care  for  their  children  and  who  go  to 
work  because  of  financial  necessity,  puts 
sharp  strains  on  family  life  and  may  cause 
severe  damage  to  the  children.  For  an  analysis 
of  such  research,  see  Hoffman,  Effects  of 
Maternal  Employment  on  the  Child,  Child 
Development  (1961).  For  research  demon- 
strating the  importance  of  home  care  of 
young  children  as  compared  to  custodial  care, 
see  Spitz,  Rene,  Hospitalism,  an  Inquiry  into 
the  Genesis  of  Psychiatric  Conditions  in 
Early  Childhood  *  *  *v  in  Psychoanalytic 
Study  of  the  Child.  For  research  indicating 
the  predictability  of  increased  rates  of  juve- 
nile delinquency  by  children  whose  mothers 
don't  adequately  supervise  them,  see  Glueck, 
Unraveling  Juvenile  Delinquency  (Common- 
wealth Fund,  1950) ;  Craig  and  Glick,  Ten 
Years  Experience  With  the  Glueck  Prediction 
Tables,  Crime  and  Delinquency,  (July  1963); 
also  Monahan,  Family  Status  and  the  Delin- 
quent Child,  Social  Forces,  (March  1957) . 

Some  final  comments  in  connectiion  with 
the  new  "work  test"  for  mothers: 

Experience  with  the  WE&T  and  CWT  pro- 
grams is  mixed.  The  remark  of  the  ex-miner 
in  Kentucky,  cited  earlier,  that  he  was 
"taught  nothing"  is  not  unusual.  The  Missis- 
sippi welfare  hearings,  soon  to  be  the  subject 
of  a  published  report,  contain  extensive  first- 
hand reports  of  abuse  in  the  program. 

The  House  Committee  Report  (P.  105) 
points  out  that  under  H.R.  12080  it  is  possible 
to  pay  workers  in  community,  work  and 
training  programs,  including  those  "with  pri- 
vate employers"  less  than  is  required  by  the 
minimum  wage  laws  and  the  prevailing  com- 
munity rates  on  the  ground  that  the  workers 
are  "learners."  This  is  a  dangerous  approach 
which  subjects  the  workers,  the  programs  and 
the  community  labor  standards  to  great  po- 
tential abuse.  Again,  the  Mississippi  hearings 
offer  striking  examples  of  the  reality  of  this 
danger.  The  "learner"  exceptions  ought  to  be 
removed. 

It  is  not  work  requirements  for  mother  and 
others  on  public  assistance  that  is  needed.  It 
is  genuine  work  opportunities  that  would 
radically  alter  the  situation  of  the  American 
poor.  The  job  opportunities  are  desperately 
desired.  So  too  is  day  care.  Indeed,  in  New 
York  City  last  week,  mothers  demonstrated 
because  day  care  facilities  are  being  closed 
down.  New  York  Times,  Sept.  13,  1967,  P.  41. 

Nothing  in  H.R.  12080,  however,  creates  real 
job  opportunities.  The  notion  is  to  test  the 
recipient — to  see  if  she  Is  "deserving"  of  our 
magnanimity  and  charity.  It  is  a  vile  and  de- 
grading approach.  The  Elizabethans  spent  all 
their  "poor  law"  energies  developing  one 
humiliating  "work  test"  after  another.  In 
the  middle  of  the  American  urban  crisis,  a 
crisis  quite  related  to  such  degrading  ap- 
proaches It  is  time  to  be  done  with  them 
and  create  a  serious  Job  opportunity  program. 


Statement  Submitted  on  Behalf  op  the 
Board  op  Directors  op  the  Travelers  Aid 
Society  op  Washington,  D.C.,  by  the  Serv- 
ice.Committee  op  the  Board  op  Directors, 
Mrs.  Potter  Stewart,  Chairman 
Travelers  Aid  stands  for  a  strong  and  ef- 
fective public  welfare  program  which  is  di- 
rected to  meeting  basic  human  needs,  and 
aims  at  the  social  and  economic  rehabilita- 
tion of  all  of  our  citizens.  Several  of  the  other 
provisions  in-HR  12080  seem  to  us  to  move  in 
the  opposite  direction.  For  example  the"  com- 
pulsion that  all  adults  and  youth  over  16 
years  of  age  not  in  school  must  accept  work 
or  work  training,  waiving  minimum  wage 
requirements,  seems  to  us  to  be  a  most  se- 
rious step  backward.  Adults  should  be  given 
opportunity  and  encouragement  toward  work 
but  must  have  the  right  to  decide  that  other 
family  considerations,  notably  the  welfare  of 
children,  should  take  precedence.  We  see  the 
requirement  of  work  for  youth  as  contribut- 
ing to  non-pursuit  of  education  and  working 
against  recently  developing  efforts  to  have 
school  dropout  youth  resume  their  education. 

//.  A  number  of  other  aspects  of  H.R.  12080 
suffer  from  even  more  serious  shortcomings 
than  those  I  have  discussed  regarding  family 
planning,  notwithstanding  the  admirable 
aims  of  those  provisions.  The  provision  re- 
garding mandatory  placement  of  children 
in  day-care  centers  while  their  mothers  work 
or  obtain  job  training  would  be  admirable  if 
it  were  done  on  a  voluntary  basis.  But  as 
a  mandatory  program,  it  is  both  unneces- 
sarily punitive  and  wholly  impractical. 

The  provision  is  impractical  because  we 
cannot  wave  a  magic  wand  and  produce  the 
quantity  of  buildings  or  equipment  or  train- 
ed personnel  to  establish  acceptable  day- 
care centers  to  handle  anywhere  hear  all  of 
the  children  now  receiving  welfare  payments. 
The  provision  is  unwise  and  unnecessarily 
punitive  because,  by  requiring  states  to  es- 
tablish day-care  centers  for  all  welfare  chil- 
dren we  will  almost  inevitably  prompt  crea- 
tion of  places  where  children  are  stored 
rather  than  cared  for.  We  will  punish  the 
parent  by  depriving  the  children  of  adequate 
care,  and  in  the  end  all  society -will  be  the 
losers. 

According  to  statistics  compiled  by  the  Na- 
tional Committee  for  Day  Care  of  Children, 
there  are  presently  accommodations  for 
about  400,000  children  in  day-care  centers 
throughout  the  United  States.  (This  figure 
refers  only  to  facilities  licensed  by  states  gen- 
erally certifying  conformance  with  minimum 
health  standards,  and  does  not  necessarily 
mean  that  the  staff  of  such  centers  is  trained 
to  handle  children  or  that  the  center  has 
adequate  facilities  for  play  or  training.) 
There  are  presently  more  than  1%  million 
children  under  school  attendance  age  now 
receiving  public  welfare.  Thus  simply  to  ac- 
commodate these  children,  existing  day-care 
facilities  must  be  increased  three-fold. 

I  believe  that  an  increase  in  the  number  of 
and  improvement  in  the  quality  of  day-care 
facilities  in  this  country  is  long  overdue.  But 
we  must  not  fool  ourselves  into  believing 
that  establishment  of  adequate  centers  is  an 
inexpensive  proposition — a  cheap  way  to  save 
welfare  funds.  The  National  Committee  for 
Day  Care  of  Children — experts  in  this  mat- 
ter— estimate  that  minimum  annual  cosi  of 
adequate  day-care  is  $1200  to  $1500  per  child. 
This  Is  the  range  of  annual  cost  per  child  in 
the  Children's  Development  Centers  run  by 
the  OEO  Head  Start  program.  Using  the  low- 
est figure,  of  $1200  per  child,  we  are  talking 
about  $1.5  billion  each  year  for  the  iy4  mil- 
lion pre-school  age  children  now  on  welfare. 

These  cost  estimates  are  not  exaggerated 
or  extravagant.  Children — particularly  pre- 
school children — need  considerable  atten- 
tion, guidance  and  affectionate  relations  with 
adults.  This  means  that  trained  staff  is 
needed,  not  to  mention  facilities,  equipment, 
food  for  the  children  and  so  forth.  We  can- 
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not  take  children  from  their  mothers  and 
place  them — with  30,  40  or  50  other  chil- 
dren— into  bare  prison-like  rooms  where 
they  are  warehoused,  like  so  many  cardboard 
boxes,  all  day  while  their  mothers  work  in 
order  to  remain  on  the  welfare  rolls.  If  we  do 
this  to  children  in  their  crucial  formative 
years,  we  must  expect  them  to  grow  with 
serious  and  irreversible  anti-social  personal- 
ity blights.  We  must  expect  the  gravest  kind 
of  social  delinquency  to  result  as  these  chil- 
dren grow  to  adults.  This  will  happen  if  we 
store  children  to  "bargain  basement"  ware- 
houses deceptively  labelled  as  "day-care 
centers." 

H.R.  12080  offers  no  assurance  that  this 
will  not  happen  and,  because  this  is  a  man- 
datory program,  I  think  the  bill  virtually 
assures  that  in  many  states  this  will  happen. 
The  bill  sets  no  standards  of  care — no 
teacher-child  ratio,  no  minimum  qualifica- 
tions for  those  caring  for  the  children,  no 
minimum  expenditures  for  play  equipment 
or  teaching  materials — which  must  be  met 
in  these  day-care  centers.  The  bill  simply 
requires  states  to  establish  something  called 
"day-care  centers."  In  fact,  many  states  do 
not  now  even  require  licensing  and  inspec- 
tion of  day-care  centers,  and  many  of  those 
which  do  prescribe  only  minimal  sanitation 
standards  not  care  or  staff  qualification 
standards.  How  many  states  will  be  willing  to 
spend  even  the  15  to  25%  matching  funds 
required  for  establishing  anything  but  "bar- 
gain basements"  to  warehouse  children  while 
their  mothers  work. 

Imagine  the  cruel  dilemma  this  situation 
would  create  for  a  mother  on  welfare.  Should 
she  abandon  her  children  for  8  to  10  hours 
each  day  to  a  cheerless  child  warehouse, 
where  incalculable  harm  will  almost  cer- 
tainly be  done  to  their  growth,  or  should 
she  give  up  the  welfare  payments  which  are 
essential  for  her  to  feed  and  clothe  her  chil- 
dren? We  may  save  some  welfare  funds  by 
forcing  a  mother  to  leave  her  children  in 
a  "warehouse"  and  work  during  the  day.  But 
in  a  few  short  years,  society  will  pay  a  vastly 
greater  price  when  the  results  of  this  depriva- 
tion— in  anti-social  and  criminal  conduct — 
come  home  to  roost. 

I  believe  this  dilemma  can  be  avoided,  and 
our  system  of  public  welfare  immeasurably 
strengthened  by  changing  this  program  from 
mandatory  to  voluntary,  so  that  mothers  can 
choose  whether  they  will  work  outside  their 
homes  during  the  day  and  leave  their  chil- 
dren at  day-care  centers.  In  adidtion,  we 
must  spedfy  minimum  standards  of  facility 
quality  and  child  care  which  state  day-care 
centers  must  meet  to  be  eligible  for  federal 
assistance.  If  we  adopted  this  non-coercive 
approach  I  think  a  surprisingly  large  number 
of  mothers  on  welfare  would  voluntarily 
participate.  At  present  we  have  too  few  ade- 
quate day-oare  centers  to  test  my  supposi- 
tion. And  the  present  rule  which  deducts 
100%  of  earnings  from  welfare  payments  is 
a  strong  incentive  against  work.  But,  with 
great  wisdom,  H.R.  12080  abandons  this  100% 
tax  on  earnings.  And  if  the  bill  would  also 
make  possible  the  funding  of  new  child  day 
care  centers,  for  voluntary  use,  I  believe  that 
a  large  number  of  women  will  go  into  gainful 
employment,  confident  that  their  children 
are  being  well  cared  for  while  they  work.  But 
in  many  other  cases,  a  mother's  most  im- 
portant place  is  in  the  home  attending  to  the 
needs  of  her  children.  This  too  is  work  which 
is  vitally  important  to  the  health  of  our 
society,  and  this  basic  fact  is  overlooked  by 
any  mandatory  requirement  that  a  mother 
leave  home  and  work  during  the  day. 

United  Atjto  Workers  Statement  by 
Walter  P.  Reuther 

IV.  PUBLIC  WELFARE  AMENDMENTS 

The  UAW  shares  the  feeling  of  concerned 
citizens  -that  the  public  welfare  system  in  the 
United  States  is  not  performing  in  satis- 
factory fashion.  It  is  degrading  to  those  who 


are  dependent  on  it,  often  fails  to  meet 
minimum  subsistence  needs  and  has  not 
achieved  its  objective  of  helping  the  poor  to 
become  independent  and  self-supporting. 

While  H.R.  12080  professes  the  desirable 
objectives  of  seeking  to  rehabilitate  the  poor 
and  reducing  the  cost  of  public  welfare,  it 
would  attempt  to  accomplish  them  by  means 
that  are  repugnant  and  reflect  a  harsh  and 
punitive  attitude  toward  the  poor. 

We  in  the  UAW  give  our  full  support  to 
the  constructive  provisions  of  H.R.  12080,  but 
we  believe  the  bill  would  be  much  improved 
if  the  Senate  would: 

1.  Eliminate  the  requirement  that  no  state 
may  have  a  higher  precentage  of  children  on 
welfare  (AFDC)  than  it  had  at  the  beginning 
of  this  year. 

2.  Require  all  states  to  provide  assistance 
programs  for  families  with  dependent  chil- 
dren when  the  parents  are  unemployed  with- 
out the  additional  restrictions  included  in 
H.R.  12080. 

3.  Restore  the  Administration  proposal  to 
require  the  states  to  meet  their  own  current 
definitions  of  need. 

4.  Protect  the  right  of  a  mother  to  choose, 
or  refuse  without  penalty,  to  participate  in 
the  work  and  training  programs. 

5.  Remove  the  incentives  that  H.R.  12080 
would  provide  the  states  to  remove  a  child 
from  the  care  of  a  parent  and  place  the  child 
in  a  foster  home. 

6.  Remove  the  use  of  the  threat  of  the 
device  of  protective  and  vendor  payments  to 
force  participation  in  the  work'  and  training 
program. 

7.  Retain  the  provision  of  H.R.  12080  for 
aid  to  the  social  work  education  program,  but 
without  the  $5  million  ceiling  after  the  first 
year. 

Statement  op  William  L.  Taylor,  Staff 
Director  of  the  U.S.  Commission  on  Civil 
Rights 

section  204  community  work  and  training 

programs 

The  House  bill  would  make  it  mandatory 
for  the  States  to  provide  for  community  work 
and  training  programs.  Adults  in  AFDC  fam- 
ilies and  children  over  16  and  under  21  who 
are  not  in  school  would  be  considered  with 
respect  to  their  appropriateness  for  participa- 
tion in  such  programs.  If  they  cannot  show 
"good  cause,"  any  appropriate  child  or  rela- 
tive who  refused  to  accept  a  work  or  training 
assignment,  or  refused  to  accept  employment 
by  the  State  employment  service  or  by  any 
employers,  would  have  his  assistance  discon- 
tinued. The  Commission  strongly  opposes  this 
provision. 

The  Commission  favors  the  establishment 
and  expansion,  of  programs  which  will  provide 
training,  meaningful  work  experience  and 
remedial  education  designed  to  counteract 
the  adverse  effects  of  years  of  inadequate 
education,  employment  and  training  discrim- 
ination, and  related  denials  of  opportunity  to 
which  millions  of  Negroes  and  other  minority 
group  members  have  for  so  long  been  sub- 
jected. We  endorse  measures  which  will  re- 
place dependency  with  greater  economic  and 
social  opportunity  and  which  will  enable  dis- 
advantaged people  to  attain  their  individual 
potential. 

We  seriously  question,  however,  whether 
these  desirable  objectives  can  be  achieved 
within  a  framework  of  compulsion  and  under 
the  constant  threat  of  denials  of  assistance. 
We  support  Section  -204  to  the  extent  that  it 
would  require  the  States  to  offer  programs  of 
work  and  training.  But  .we  urge  the  Commit- 
tee to  amend  that  Section  to  make  it  clear 
that  the  acceptance  of  the  offer  of  work  or 
training  is  voluntary. 

The  Commission  has  found  in  the  course  of 
its  investigations  that  many  mothers  of  de- 
pendent children  are  anxious  to  work  and 
actively  seek  opportunities  for  training  and 
employment.  For  these  mothers  the  bill  can 
be  of  considerable  help  by  providing  for 


meaningful  work  and  training  experience  and 
by  providing  for  adequate  day  care  services. 
We  also  have  found,  however,  that  many 
mothers  of  dependent  children  feel  it  is  more 
important  for  them  to  stay  at  home  and  care 
for  their  children.  We  believe  it  would  be  a 
serious  mistake  for  the  bill,  by  permitting  the 
State  to  determine  which  mothers  are  "appro- 
priate" for  work,  to  deprive  these  mothers  of 
the  choice  which  rightfully  should  be  theirs 
to  make. 

Moreover,  experience  has  shown  that  the 
coercive  approach  represented  by  this  pro- 
vision not  only  fails  to  produce  the  desired 
result — economic  independence  and  self- 
sufficiency — but  it  invites  abuse,  discrimina- 
tory treatment,  and  threats  of  reprisal 
against  those  who  would  assert  their  rights. 
The  Commission's  Mississippi  State  Advisory 
Committee  heard  testimony  concerning  inci- 
dents in  which  local  welfare  officials  used 
their  authority  to  remove  needy  families 
from  the  rolls  as  a  means  of  preventing 
Negroes  from  exercising  basic  constitutional 
rights.  Section  204  could  provide  such  officials 
with  even  greater  power  over  the  lives  of 
needy  families. 

We  also  recommend  that  Section  204  be 
amended  to  provide-  expressly  that  the  train- 
ing offered  to  any  individual  shall  not  be 
below  the  skill  level  of  his  last  regular  occu- 
pation. A  similar  provision  has  been  estab- 
lished by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  in  connec- 
tion with  the  Manpower,  Development  and 
Training  programs.  We  recommend  further 
that  adequate  safeguards  be  provided  to  as- 
sure adherence  to  appropriate  training  stand- 
ards. The  Commission's  Mississippi  State  Ad- 
visory Committee  has  learned  of  several  in- 
stances of  exploitation  of  trainees  in  the 
work  expsrience  and  training  program  offered 
under  the  auspices  of  that  State's  welfare  de- 
partment. In  one  instance,  a  woman  testified 
that  although  she  was  supposedly  being 
trained  to  learn  the  florist  business  she  was 
required  to  spread  gravel  and  later  found 
herself  assigned  to  work  as  a  domestic  in  her 
employer's  house.  Another  woman  who 
sought  training  as  a  dietician  told  the  Ad- 
visory Committee  that  she  was  put  to  work 
washing  dishes  and  mopping  floors  in  the 
local  school.  These  incidents  strongly  suggest 
the  dangers  of  exploitation  and  the  possi- 
bility of  inadequate  training  and  meaning- 
less work  experiences  unless  appropriate 
standards  are  provided. 

Letter  From  Utah  Chapter,  National  Asso- 
ciation of  Social  Workers,  James  P. 
Wheeler,  President 

National  Association  of 
Social  Workers,  Utah  Chapter, 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  September  19,  1967. 
Hon.  Russell  B.  Long, 
Chairman,  Senate  Finance  Committee, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Long:  I  have  been  directed 
as  President  of  the  Utah  Chapter  of  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Social  Workers,  by  the 
Utah  Chapter's  membership  as  its  spokes- 
man, to  protest  certain  provisions  of  the 
pending  Social  Security  Act  amendments  of 
1967  (H.R.  12080),  now  before  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee.  The  Utah  NA.S.W. 
Chapter  is  made  up  of  over  400  professionally 
trained  social  workers,  representing  over  100 
Utah  community  service  agencies.  This  is 
to  say,  that  virtually  all  of  the  state's  major 
social  welfare  leaders  and  leadership  are  rep- 
resented through  the  activities  and  official 
voice  of  the  Association. 

The  proposed  amendments  have  been  un- 
der study  for  several  weeks  by  both  the  Fam- 
ily and  Children's  Council  of  the  Chapter,  and 
the  Division  of  Social  Policy  and  Action. 
Josephine  Scott  Patterson,  Director  of  L.D.S. 
Relief  Society  Social  Services  and  Chairman 
of  the  N.A.S.W.  Family  and  Children's  Coun- 
cil, had  petitioned  for  a  public  N.A.S.W. 
stand  against  certain  aspects  of  the  Social 
Security  amendments  on  behalf  of  the  Coun- 
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cil.  A  meeting  of  the  Chapter's  general  mem- 
bership has  vigorously  supported  the  conclu- 
sions of  the  Council,  the  Division  of  Social 
Policy  and  Action,  the  Chapter's  Board  of 
Directors,  and  the  release  of  this  statement 
to  Utah's  congressional  delegation  and  to 
the  public  news  media. 

You  have  before  you  the  statements  of 
the  Honorable  Dr.  John  W.  Gardner,  Secre- 
tary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and 
Dr.  Wilbur  J.  Cohen,  Under-Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  given  before 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee  on  August  22, 
1967.  You  also  have  the  August  31,  1967  testi- 
mony of  Mitchell  I.  Ginsberg,  Commissioner 
of  the  New  York  City  Department  of  Social 
Services,  who  is  .Chairman  of  the  National 
Association-  of  Social  Worker's  National  Divi- 
sion of  Social  Policy  and  Action,  and  Dr. 
Daniel  Thursz,  Dean  of  the  University  of 
Maryland  School  of  Social  Work. 

We  are  familiar  with  the  statements  of 
these  persons,  as  well  as  with  the  official  po- 
sition of  the  Child  Welfare  League  of  Ameri- 
ca, and  the  Utah  State  Division  of  Welfare. 
(Which  you  now  have).  All  of  these  state- 
ments, we  have  found,  speak  as  ope  voice 
with  respect  to  both  positive  and  negative 
features  of  the  amendments  from  the  pro- 
fessional social  work  point  of  view. 

The  membership  of  the  Utah  N.A.S.W. 
Chapter  has  taken  no  exception  to  the  points 
expressed  in  these  important  materials. 
Where  protests  have  been  made,  we  protest; 
where  commendation  has  been  given,  we 
commend;  where  questions  have  been  raised, 
we  question;  and  where  alarm  and  concern 
has  been  shown,  we  show  alarm  and  concern. 

In  the  interest  of  your  valuable  time  and 
the  Heedlessness  of  our  written  duplication 
of  what  has  been  so  expertly  stated  by  the 
foregoing  persons  and  groups,  it  is  our  official 
position  that  we  concur  with  these  state- 
ments and  recommend  them  to  you  as  a  rep- 
resentative voice  of  those  in  Utah,  who  have 
over  past  years  demonstrated  a  high  degree 
of  professional  competency  in  social  welfare 
leadership  and  administration. 

We  do  desire,  however,  to  specifically  cite 
two  provisions  of  the  Public  Welfare  pro- 
visions (Title  II)  of  the  amendments  as  cre- 
ating coercive,  punitive,  and  discriminatory 
conditions,  hostile  to  the  welfare  of  Utah's 
needy  children,  and  the  promotion  of  sound 
family  life.  They  are: 

1.  The  provision  requiring  all  mothers 
(with  limited  exception)  on  state  welfare 
programs  to  seek  employment  or  job  train- 
ing as  a  condition  for  receiving  public  as- 
sistance. 

2.  The  provision  which  would  limit  the 
number  of  one-parent  families  on  welfare 
to  their  proportion  of  a  state's  child  popula- 
tion in  January  1967. 

These  provisions  appear  to  be  excessively 
harsh  and  punitive  towards  children.  Chil- 
dren living  in  poverty  conditions,  who  have 
no  fathers  in  the  home  need  the  con- 
stant presence,  love  and  attention  of  their 
mothers.  To  deprive  this  underprivileged  and 
especially  vulnerable  group  of  children  of  the 
care  of  their  mothers,  is  to  unjustly  punish 
them  for  circumstances  beyond  their  control. 
Furthermore,  to  say  to  a  destitute  child  that 
funds  and  services  are  not  available  for  meet- 
ing his  needs  solely  on  the  basis  of  his  case 
having  fallen  Into  the  wrong  "percentage" 
of  destitute  children  is  to  blame  and  punish 
a  child  for  the  circumstances  of  his  birth  or 
the  desertion,  death  or  disability  of  his 
father. 

The  attitude  towards  poverty,  illegitimacy 
and  desertion  as  expressed  in  these  two  pro- 
visions of  H.R.  12080  militates  heavily  against 
the  positive  aspects  of  the  bill.  They  should 
be  amended  out. 

We  feel  so  strongly  concerning  the  erro- 
neousness  of  this  attitude  that  we  would  like 
to  deal  with  it  at  length. 

Probably  the  most  often  repeated  story 
about  public  welfare's  Aid  to  Families  With 


Dependent  Children  Program  is  that  it  en- 
courages illegitimacy.  Welfare  caseworkers 
hear  the  accusation  made  time  and  time 
again,  and  the  story  has  gained  stature  by 
being  propounded  In  reputable  publications, 
often  by  reputable  personalities. 

"There  are  a  lot  of  women  who  feel  the 
world  owes  them  a  living,  and  they  find  AFDC 
just  the  ticket,"  say  some  critics.  Others  be- 
lieve that  many  women  actually  go  into  the 
"business"  of  having  illegitimate  children  as 
a  profitable  means  of  increasing  their  welfare 
allotments. 

Many  can't  think  of  public  welfare  pro- 
grams without  feeling  most  of  them  should 
be  abolished.  One  indignant  writer  to  the 
editor  of  a  Salt  Lake  City  newspaper  pleads, 
"Why  should  decent,  hard-working  people  be 
taxed  to  keep  such  trash?  It  is  families  of 
this  type  (unwed  mothers  with  illegitimate 
children)  who  are  now  receiving  government 
help  to  the  third  and  fourth  generation  and 
will  continue  to  do  so  for  generations  to 
come.  The  government  should  get  busy  and 
pass  legislation  that  would  prohibit  such 
women  from  receiving  any  welfare  benefiits 
after  their  second  illegitimate  child." 

State  welfare  authorities  are  also  alarmed 
cjyer  the  rising  rate  of  illegitimacy — 3%  of 
all  live  births  in  Utah  during  1966 — but  are 
quick  to  refute  the  statement  that  public 
welfare  programs  are  an  encouragement  of 
illegitimacy. 

In  associating  welfare  with  illegitimacy  the 
public's  indignant  belief  far  exceeds  its  ac- 
tual knowledge.  Recent  surveys  of  the  state's 
AFDC  caseload  point  out  that  87%  of  all 
children  on  welfare  were  born  legitimately. 

Of  the  13%  born  illegitimately,  the  large 
majority  or  up  to  90  %  of  these  children  were 
born  before  application  for  public  assistance 
was  made.  A  large  portion  of  the  remaining 
10%  of  the  illegitimate  births  were  conceived 
before  application  for  public  assistance.  Ac- 
tually, the  Welfare  Division  only  paid  medi- 
cal costs  for  about  90  illegitimate  births  dur- 
ing all  of  1966. 

This  is  an  insignificant  number  when  com- 
pared to  the  5,600  families  on  the  AFDC 
Welfare  Program  and  over  23,000  total  live 
births  in  Utah  during  1966. 

It  would  be  impossible  to  prove  that  the 
possibility  of  future  financial  aid  influences 
the  unwed  mother  at  the  time  of  her  child's 
conception. 

There  are,  of  course,  some  exceptions.  It's 
the  few  cases  of  this  type  which  bring  criti- 
cism on  the  entire  AFDC  Program. 

Most  welfare  caseworkers  who  deal  with 
unwed  mothers  on  public  assistance  regard 
the  "business"  of  illegitimate  children  for 
more  welfare  money  a  myth  that  makes  little 
sense — especially  to  the  mother  on  welfare. 
In  Utah,  a  recipient  mother  with  two  chil- 
dren receives  a  total  assistance  payment  of 
$5.43  a  day.  ($163.00  per  month) 

Based  upon  consumer  price  index  studies, 
and  studies  conducted  by  the  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  this  amount  falls  far 
below  the  level  of  income  considered  neces- 
sary for  a  minimum  standard  of  living  for 
three  persons.  The  $5.43  must  purchase  rent 
($41.00  per  month)  food,  ($57.00  per  month) , 
clothing,  personal,  care,  utilities  and  house- 
hold supplies,  school  needs,  furniture,  recrea- 
tion, and  all  other  necessities  of  life. 

For  an  additional  child  the  mother  receives 
$.70  per  day  and  will  receive  less  than  this 
for  a  fourth,  fifth,  or  sixth  child. 

Obviously,  the  increase  in  assistance 
money  is  not  the  motive  behind  having  ille- 
gitimate children.  Emotional  insecurity  and 
instability  plus  inadequate  home  training 
and  poor  personal  judgment  lie  at  the  root 
of  the  growing  rate  of  illegitimacy.  Out-of- 
wedlock  births  are  no  respector  of  any  eco- 
nomic or  social  levels,  it's  a  problem  experi- 
enced by  all  Income  and  cultural  groups  in 
our  society.  Welfare  authorities  point  out 
that  the  State  Welfare  Program  ultimately 
becomes  involved  with  only  a  small  percent- 


age— one  out  of  every  eight — of  the  state's 
illegitimate  birth. 

The  problem  is  one  which  belongs  to  the 
whole  community — to  all  individuals  and 
families,  all  social  agencies,  schools, 
churches,  professions. 

Most  important,  every  legislator  should  try 
to  understand  the  factors  that  can  lead  to 
illegitimacy.  Nobody,  of  course,  can  put  his 
finger  on  one  specific  cause.  But  legislators 
should  keep  in  mind  certain  points:  Young 
people  are  growing  up  in  a  cold-war  world 
that  has  little  stability,  l^ieir  unease  is  a 
reflection  of  worldwide  unrest.  Youth  has 
never  found  it  harder  to  acquire  a  sense  of 
personal  security.  Both  the  home  and  the 
community  are  losing  the  ability  to  provide 
this  sense  of  security. 

Americans  are  radically  becoming  a  mobile 
people,  moving  their  families  from  town  to 
town,  from  one  end  of  the  country  to  an- 
other. This  cuts  ties  with  relatives  who  might 
give  moral  and  other  supportive  help  as  was 
more  common  in  past  decades.  And,  again,  it 
tends  to  deprive  a  child  of  the  security  that 
comes  from  steadiness. 

Movies,  television,  and  magazines  that  em- 
phasize sex  and  aggression  tend  to  stimulate 
young  people  and  place  lowered  moral  codes 
before  them.  They  are  not  taught  the  impor- 
tance of  accepting  frustrations,  and  the 
long-term  rewards  of  developing  self-control. 

One  approach  to  the  problem  is  in  a 
stronger  parent-child  relationship  and  in  the 
return  to  our  old  standards  of  family  ties 
and  family  feelings. 

In  line  with  this,  there  is  the  problem  of 
reaching  families  before  trouble  happens  and 
working  with  parents  who  are  not  able  to 
give  their  children  security  and  affection. 
The  proportion  of  this  type  of  parent  in  ratio 
to  population  far  exceeds  the  average  per- 
son's estimate. 

Extended  parent  counseling  services  would 
help,  but  would  probably  make  only  a  small 
dent  in  the  problem.  Inadequate  parents  are 
difficult  to  reach;  only  a  few  will  go  to  agen- 
cies for  counseling  or  accept  another  person's 
guidance. 

We  have  to  start  with  the  child.  We  should 
be  doing  much  more  in  the  schools,  in  pub- 
lic welfare  programs,  and  in  our  church  pro- 
grams to  detect  maladjustment  which  is  the 
danger  signal  of  a  potential  illegitimacy 
problem.  We  must  come  to  know  the  child 
and  his  home  situation  on  an  intimate  level. 
Detection  is  needed  to  prevent  social  ills,  just 
as  it  is  needed  with  physical  ills,  just  as  it  is 
needed  with  cancer. 

N.A.S.W.  therefore  recommends  more  per- 
sonal and  family  guidance  resources  in  and 
available  through  schools,  public  welfare, 
and  churches — more  trained  persons  who 
could  pick  out  potential  unwed  mothers  and 
provide  professional  preventive  and  correc- 
tive casework  services.  Perhaps  even  before 
this,  is  a  more  basic  need — the  need  to  dis- 
cover all  of  the  "whys"  of  the  problem.  We 
need  far  more  answers  than  we  now  have. 

Most  unwed  mothers  do  not  need  public 
assistance  and  do  not  seek  aid,  either  finan- 
cial or  professional  counseling  services.  But 
the  minority  who  do,  the  State  Division  of 
Welfare  has  a  serious  responsibility.  If  the 
responsibility  is  not  met,  the  problem  doesn't 
disappear,  it  becomes  greater. 

An  unwed  mother  is  a  lonely  unhappy  per- 
son. She  usually  is  condemned  by  the  com- 
munity for  her  pregnancy.  Often  she  has  no 
one  to  turn  to  for  help,  although  she  greatly 
needs  help  and  comfort.  The  physical  needs 
of  an  unwed  mother  are  the  same  as  those  of 
the  married  mother — she  needs  shelter,  food, 
clothing,  medical  care,  and  moral  support. 
The  married  woman  receives  these,  but  the 
unmarried  mother's  needs  are  often  met  only 
grudgingly  and  usually  partially  so. 

The  married  mother  looks  forward  to  the 
birth  of  her  child  joyously  while  the  mother 
with  an  illegitimately  conceived  child  Is 
frightened  and  depressed.  She  may  vacillate 
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between  the  desire  to  keep  her  baby  and  the 
thought  that  the  baby  would  have  a  better 
life  if  given  away  for  adoption.  There  is  a 
great  deal  of  suffering  for  the  mother  without 
a  husband.  And  there  are  those  who  believe 
she  should  suffer  because  she  -  has  done 
wrong;  she  is  "bad." 

No  person,  however  harshly  he  might  treat 
unwed  mothers,  would  believe  their  children 
should  be  punished  for  the  circumstances  of 
their  birth.  They  must  be  cared  for  on  the 
same  basis  as  other  needy  children. 

The  Aid  to  Families  With  Dependent  Chil- 
dren Program  is  one  way  citizens  of  the  state 
help  an  unwed  mother  and  her  illegitimate 
child.  The  program  focuses  on  the  welfare  of 
the  child — to  keep  the  child  with  the  mother 
on  the  theory  that  a  mother's  love  is  prefer- 
able to  life  in  an  institution  or  a  substitute 
home.  Only  a  few  children  in  the  APDC  Pro- 
gram have  been  born  illegitimately.  (About 
13%.)  County  welfare  offices  are  usually  re- 
quested to  help  the  expectant  unwed  mother 
after  the  fact;  they  work  with  the  mother's 
immediate  needs  and  do  what  they  can  to 
prevent  further  pregnancies. 

The  purpose  of  the  APDC  Program  is  to 
help  care  for  needy  children  in  their  own 
homes  who  are  deprived  of  the  support  of 
a  parent  because  of  death,  divorce,  deser- 
tion, separation,  or  because  the  family  bread- 
winner is  unemployed,  physically  handi- 
capped, or  in  an  institution  such  as  a  hospital 
or  a  prison. 

It  is  of  particular  importance  that  a 
mother  provide  a  suitable  and  wholesome 
home  for  her  children.  Welfare  caseworkers 
feel  strongly  about  this.  They  are  aware  of 
the  emotional  damage  that  can  result  when 
a  child  is  removed  from  his  family,  and  a 
caseworker  will  do  everything  possible  to 
help  a  mother  correct  a  child  neglect  prob- 
lem. 

When  a  neglect  situation  demands  it,  a 
family  may  be  referred  to  the  Juvenile  Court 
and  there  is  the  possibility  that  the  court 
will  order  a  foster  care  placement  for  the 
children.  It's  in  this  category  that  the  critics 
of  APDC  have  a  heyday.  They  will  point  to 
one  mother  who  entertains  men  and  throws 
booze  parties  when  the  APDC  check  comes 
in  and  condemn  the  entire  program. 

Welfare  caseworkers  are  the  first  to  admit 
that  families  of  this  nature  are  not  un- 
known. But  they  flatly  deny  that  it  is  a  com- 
mon practice.  These  few  cases  are  those  who 
receive  public  attention,  and  this  builds  up  a 
false  image  of  all  AFDC  mothers.  The  presi- 
dent of  a  bank  may  abscond  with  all  of  the 
bank's  money,  but  it  doesn't  mean  we  should 
think  all  bank  presidents  are  crooks. 

AFDC  laws  require  caseworkers  to  make 
regular  home  visits  and  make  other  con- 
tacts with  families.  They  must  determine 
individual  social  problems  and  move  profes- 
sionally to  correct  them.  Caseworkers  con- 
tact schools  to  determine  whether  a  child  is 
attending  regularly  and  inquire  about  his 
school  performance.  They  find  out  whether 
he  appears  well  fed  and  properly  clothed. 

A  neglectful  mother  finds  it  difficult  to 
hide  her  neglect  should  she  desire  to  do  so. 
Neighbors  or  relatives  call  the  Welfare  Office, 
local  officials  hear  about  the  problems;  and 
if  they  are  true,  neighbors,  relatives,  and 
officials  demand  that  some  action  be  taken 
to  correct  the  conditions.  These  Incidents, 
however,  are  very  rare  in  Utah. 

In  providing  assistance  for  the  unwed 
mother,  caseworkers  stress  concern  for  the 
welfare  of  the  child  and  respect  for  the  dig- 
nity of  the  individual.  It  is  by  maintaining 
a  mother's  dignity  and  feeling  of  worth  as 
a  person  that  she  can  best  be  helped  to  help 
herself.  To  force  her  into  the  labor  market 
when  she  believes  a  mother's  place  is  at 
home  by  the  side  of  her  children  is  to  destroy 
the  dignity  of  motherhood  in  our  commu- 
nities. 

Financial  assistance  is  provided  so  that 
the  mother  and  child  can  meet  the  neces- 


sary expense  of  living.  Medical  costs  are  met, 
and  if  the  mother  is  in  need  of  psychiatric 
help,  she  is  referred  to  a  clinic.  Although 
financial  aid  is  the  most  publicized  part  of 
the  AFDC  Program,  casework  and  other  so- 
cial services  is  the  cornerstone. 

Some  girls  come  to  the  Public  Welfare 
Program  in  a  pretty  desperate  condition. 
Their  families  and  friends  often  reject  them, 
and  they  don't  have  anywhere  to  turn  but 
the  Welfare  Division.  For  most  it  is  a  last 
resource,  since  they  have  no  other  place  to 
go  for  help. 

Some  of  the  practical  things  done  by  wel- 
fare caseworkers  with  an  illegitimately  preg- 
nant girl  are  helping  the  parents  and  their 
pregnant  daughter  accept  the  reality  of  their 
situation  with  as  little  incrimination  and 
self-blame  as  possible,  helping  the  mother 
plan  for  the  birth  of  her  child,  arranging  for 
medical  care,  etc. 

The  mother  may  want  to  go  to  a  family- 
care  type  of  home  pending  the  child's  birth. 
She  may  wish  to  release  her  child  for  adop- 
tion, and  the  caseworker  will  help  her  to 
reach  a  decision  and  follow  the  necessary 
procedure.  She  may  also  need  guidance  on 
how  to  file  legal  action  against  her  child's 
alleged  father.  HR  1280  would  torpedo  much 
of  this  basic  service  to  a  mother  if  she 
should  happen  to  fall  in  the  wrong  "per- 
centage" grouping. 

While  we  don't  condone  the  act  that 
caused  a  girl's  illegitimate  pregnancy,  we  ac- 
cept the  unwed  mother  as  a  very  hurt, 
troubled,  unhappy  and  anxious  girl  who 
needs  her  family,  her  friends,  and  her  com- 
munity more  than  at  any  time  in  her  past 
life.  The  last  thing  she  and  her  unborn  child 
needs  at  this  point  is  to  be  personally  judged 
and  condemned  for  the  difficulty  they  find 
themselves  in.  The  proper  development  of  the 
child  will  depend  in  a  large  measure  upon 
the  degree  of  its  mother's  stability  as  a  hu- 
man being.  The  punitive  and  coercive  pro- 
visions of  HR  1280  completely  ignore  this 
principle. 

The  AFDC  Program  provides  for  counsel- 
ing when  a  mother  is  faced  with  daily  prob- 
lems too  big  for  her  to  cope  with.  With  the 
help  of  a  skilled  caseworker  she  may  be  saved 
from  going  into  worse  situations — and  per- 
haps from  becoming  one  of  the  "repeater" 
unwed  mothers. 

Families  don't  stay  on  the  AFDC  Program 
long.  The  average  family  receives  assistance 
about  20  months.  For  the  most  part,  welfare 
families  find  the  means  of  self-support  them- 
selves and  are  glad  to  get  off  the  welfare  rolls. 
Many  AFDC  mothers  marry,  or  seek  employ- 
ment as  a  matter  of  personal  choice  and 
desire. 

Contrary  to  popular  belief,  only  about  4% 
of  all  welfare  cases  in  Utah  represent  second 
or  third  generation  welfare  recipients,  and 
the  percent  of  Utah's  population  on  welfare 
rolls  is  at  one  of  its  lowest  points.  In  1940 
over  9  %  of  the  population  was  on  welfare.  In 
1950  it  had  dropped  to  4.2%,  and  in  1966  the 
ratio  stood  at  3.6%. 

During  the  1965-66  fiscal  year  the  Utah  Di- 
vision of  Welfare  opened  16,265  cases  and 
closed  19,035  cases.  Its  program  is  rehabili- 
tation and  service  oriented.  HR  12080  would 
in  its  present  form,  throw  the  program  into 
chaos.  Agencies  that  help  the  unwed  mother 
haven't  caused  the  problem;  they've  inher- 
ited it.  The  Aid  to  Families  With  Dependent 
Children  Program  doesn't  increase  illegiti- 
macy, it  tries  to  provide  for  the  fatherless 
children  and  families  which  are  the  result 
of  something  wrong  in  society. 

The  Utah  NASW  Chapter  membership 
firmly  believes  that  HR  1280  unless  appro- 
priately amended,  is  contrary  to  the  best  in- 
terests of  the  18,000  Utah  children  now  in 
AFDC  recipient  households.  We  understand 
that  our  State  Delegation  to  the  House  of 
Representatives  did  not  consult  with  Utah 
Division  of  Welfare  leaders  before  voting  in 


favor  of  HR  1280.  We  would  hope  that  our 
U.S.  Senators  will  feel  it  appropriate  to  do  so. 
Sincerely  yours, 

James  P.  Wheeler,  President. 

Letter  From  Utah  Division  of  Welfare 
State  of  Utah, 
Department  of  Public  Welfare, 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  September  13, 1967. 
Re  Proposed  Amendments  to  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  (H.R.  12080). 
Hon.  Russell  B.  Long, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Long:  As  Director  of  the 
Utah  Division  of  Welfare  I  wish  to  protest 
certain  provisions  in  the  Public  Welfare  Pro- 
visions (Title  II)  of  the  pending  Social  Se- 
curity Act  Amendments  of  1967  (HR.  12080) 
now  before  the  Senate  Finance  Committee.  In 
taking  this  action  I  represent  not  only  myself 
but  the  official  position  of  the  State  Division 
of  Welfare  staff  who  have  studied  the  new 
legislation  and  who  have  over  the  past  years 
demonstrated  a  high  degree  of  professional 
competency  in  public  welfare  administration. 

It  is  our  conviction  that  the  present  bill, 
while  making  additional  funds  available  for 
programs  such  as  day  care,  foster  care,  and 
social  services  for  needy  children  in  their  own 
homes,  creates  coercive,  punitive,  and  dis- 
criminatory conditions  hostile  to  the  welfare 
of  children  and  the  promotion  of  sound  fam- 
ily life.  More  specifically,  we  cite  the  follow- 
ing two  provisions  as  an  erroneous  attempt 
to  reduce  the  welfare  burden  and  to  force  and 
restrict  the  indigent  into  self-sufficiency. 

1.  The  requirement  that  all  adults  on  as- 
sistance, including  mothers  and  out-of- 
school  youth  over  16,  engage  in  work  and 
training  (unless  specifically  exempted  for  ex- 
ceptional circumstances)  as  a  condition  of 
receiving  assistance. 

Under  this  provision  children  would  be 
summarily  punished  because  of  the  hesitancy 
of  their  mother  to  leave  them  in  the  care 
of  others.  Refusal  of  a  mother  to  enter  or 
prepare  to  enter  the  labor  force  of  her  com- 
munity could  mean: 

A.  The  family  being  dropped  from  assist- 
ance. 

B.  The  family's  assistance  grant  would  be 
severely  reduced  by  eliminating  the  mother 
from  calculation  of  the  family  budget. 

C.  The  children  could  be  removed  from  the 
home  by  court  order  and  placed  in  foster  care. 

The  citizens  of  Utah  have  advocated  and 
supported,  through  public  welfare  and  other 
legislation,  the  need  of  children  to  be  oared 
for  in  their  own  homes  and  the  necessity  of 
a  mother's  presence  and  love.  It  is  contrary 
to  the  best  interests  of  everyone  to  force  all 
AFDC  mothers  to  seek  employment  as  a  con- 
dition of  eligibility  for  public  assistance.  In 
many  families  the  mothers  should  remain  at 
home  for  the  best  interests  of  the  children. 

It  is  the  exceptional  woman,  with  many 
personal  strengths,  who  can  prove  adequate 
to  meet  the  basic  emotional  and  life-prepara- 
tory needs  of  her  children  while  at  the  same 
time  following  a  full-time  pursuit  outside 
the  home.  This  requirement  of  the  bill  would 
serve  only  to  discriminate  further  against 
Utah's  most  vulnerable  group  of  children — 
those  who  not  only  live  in  poverty  but  who 
are  also  deprived  of  the  care,  guidance,  and 
emotional  support  of  two  parents. 

Mrs.  Algie  E.  Ballif, 
Director,  Division  of  Welfare. 

Statement  by  Hon.  John  A.  Volpe,  Governor, 
State  of  Massachusetts 

The  original  concept  of  AFDC  was  to  keep 
families  together.  Section  201,  by  requiring 
that  mothers  enter  the  labor  force,  unless 
they  can  show  good  cause  for  not  doing  so, 
would  negate  this  concept. 

While  mothers  of  school-age  children 
should  be  encouraged  to  find  employment, 
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this  should  not  be  required  of  mothers  of 
pre-school-age  children. 

The  recommended  expansion  of  day  care 
services  is  an  excellent  provision.  Many  of  the 
AFDC  mothers  could  be  trained  to  provide 
these  services. 

This  appears  to  be  the  best  plan  for  moth- 
ers who  are  seeking  work,  or  who  require  day 
care  for  their  children. 

Safeguards  should  be  provided  so  that  no 
pressure  is  put  upon  mothers  to  leave  their 
children  in  order  to  go  to  work.  The  wage  in- 
centive provisions  of  H.R.  12080  are  excellent 
and  should  be  most  helpful  in  encouraging 
AFDC  recipients  to  enter  the  labor  force  and 
increase  their  jobs  skills,  removing  them  from 
AFDC  rolls  at  an  early  date. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record  a  telegram 
addressed  to  me  by  G.  E.  Leighty,  chair- 
man of  the  Railway  Labor  Executives 
Association  on  yesterday. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele- 
gram was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  13, 1967. 

Senator  Lee  Metcalf, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  Railway  Labor  Executives'  Association 
representing  virtually  all  of  the  railroad 
workers  in  the  United  States  concurs  fully 
with  the  position  of  the  AFL-CIO  taken  in 
their  telegram  of  12/11/67  on  the  pending 
social  security  legislation.  We  ask  that  the 
social  security  legislation  be  returned  to  the 
conference  committee  in  an  attempt  to  de- 
velop a  just  solution  to  the  problem  of  the 
Nation's  retired  and  poverty  stricken. 

G.  E.  Leighty, 
Chairman,  Railway  Labor  Executives 
Association. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma,  the  Senator 
from  New  York,  and  others  speaking 
about  various  provisions  of  this  bill,  dis- 
cussed some  of  the  other  amendments 
that  should  be  considered  more  carefully 
and  more  thoughtfully  before  the  con- 
ference report  was  adoptd.  I  wish  to  men- 
tion one  especially.  I  have  mentioned  it 
before.  That  is  the  amendment  on  dis- 
ability. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  himself 
admits  that  this  is  an  amendment  which 
is  regressive  in  nature.  I  offered  an 
amendment  in  committee  that  would 
have  changed  the  definition  of  disability 
to  conform  with  definitions  that  are  uni- 
versally adopted  in  the  various  States  by 
workmen's  compensation  commissions 
and  by  courts,  in  interpreting  workmen's 
compensation  laws.  That  amendment 
would  have  changed  the  definition  so  as 
to  liberalize  it,  in  part. 

When  we  came  to  the  floor,  in  the 
course  of  the  debate  on  the  bill,  I  offered 
an  amendment  to  reject  the  House  lan- 
guage and  go  back  to  the  existing  lan- 
guage in  the  act  we  had  adopted  in  1965. 
That  amendment  was  agreed  to  by  a 
substantial  vote  of  about  2  to  1  here  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senate  conferees  did  not  prevail 
in  that,  and  went  back  to  the  disability 
program  that  is  sought  to  be  put  into 
effect  under  the  House  bill. 

Now,  in  Montana,  for  example,  we  have 
a  provision  for  disability  for  those  people 
who  suffer  silicosis,  who  have  acquired 
silicosis  as  a  result  of  working  in  the 


mines,  and  are  incapacitated  and  unable 
to  do  any  other  excessive  work.  I  know 
silicotics  who,  in  walking  up  and  down 
the  streets  of  Butte  and  Anaconda, 
Mont.,  have  to  stop  and  rest  and  catch 
their  breath  at  every  other  parking  meter 
on  the  block.  Yet  those  people,  under 
State  law  and  by  definition  of  the  work- 
men's compensation  law,  are  unable  to 
receive  their  benefits  if  they  are  under 
retirement  age,  or  unable  to  retire  with 
total  disability  when  they  reach  the  per- 
missive retirement  age,  because,  under 
the  present  definition,  there  is  some  work 
in  the  national  economy  that  they  might 
be  able  to  do. 

This  was  the  same  sort  of  thing  that 
was  the  subject  of  the  case  I  previously 
cited,  the  West  Virginia  decision  which 
is  incorporated  in  the  Record,  where  the 
man  who  was  a  former  coal  miner  had 
suffered  injury  and  disability  in  the 
mines  and  was  in  constant  pain,  was  un- 
able to  sit  or  stand  or  even  lie  down  for 
more  than  a  few  minutes,  and  was  em- 
ployed as  a  dishwasher;  and,  since  he 
was  employed  as  a  dishwasher,  he  could 
not  qualify  for  total  disability. 

That  case,  the  case  of  Lefwich  against 
Gardiner,  a  Federal  circuit  court  de- 
cision, was  put  in  the  record,  and  was 
cited  in  the  hearings. 

Every  State,  in  its  compensation  pro- 
gram, has  such  definitions  of  total  dis- 
ability, which  are  rejected  by  the  De- 
partment of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare under  a  definition  of  disability  that 
is  completely  unfair,  does  not  relate  at 
all  to  the  needs  of  the  disabled  person, 
and  has  no  analogies  at  any  other  place 
in  the  law,  or  in  the  regulations  of  the 
Veterans'  Administration  or  other  agen- 
cies of  the  Federal  Government,  or,  as  I 
say,  in  agencies  of  the  State  govern- 
ments where  a  definition  of  disability  is 
found. 

When  we  tried  to  correct  this  situation 
in  1965,  we  tried  to  take  care  of  some 
of  the  disabled  people  who  would  lose 
benefits  in  the  last  years  of  their  work- 
ing lives  as  a  result  of  the  fact  that  they 
were  so  permanently  disabled  that  they 
were  unable  to  earn  any  social  security 
credits. 

In  the  conference  bill  we  take  a  long 
step  backward,  a  step  back  of  1965 — 
even  a  step  behind  the  former  law. 

Again,  if  that  were  the  only  thing  ob- 
jectionable in  this  bill,  I  would  suggest 
that  perhaps  we  could  cure  it  by  legisla- 
tion the  next  time  around. 

I  might  mention  that  that  Leftwich 
case  was  not  appealed  by  the  Justice  De- 
partment; instead  of  trying  to  obtain 
correction  in  the  courts  of  what  they 
considered  an  erroneous  misinterpreta- 
tion of  the  definition,  they  appeared  at 
the  conference,  and  the  Senate  and 
House  conferees  very  meekly  changed 
the  judicial  decision. 

Many  of  us  offered  amendments  in 
committee.  Many  of  us  offered  amend- 
ments on  the  floor.  Many  of  those  amend- 
ments, as  I  have  previously  pointed  out, 
were  adopted,  sometimes  by  a  vote  of  2 
to  1,  sometimes  by  a  vote  of  3  to  1,  and 
sometimes  unanimously.  All  of  these 
amendments  which  required  an  addi- 
tional expenditure  were  rejected  by  the 
conference  committee. 


We  got  one-half  of  1  percent  more 
than  the  House  provision  for  social  se- 
curity payments,  and  the  conferees 
raised  the  amount  from  $44  to  $55  when 
the  administration  was  asking  for  a 
minimum  of  $70. 

Those  are  almost  the  only  real  bene- 
fits that  have  accrued  as  a  result  of  the 
passage  of  the  pending  conference  report. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  is  overfinanced. 
Experience  will  show  that  the  financing 
and  taxing  aspects  of  the  bill  will  bring 
in  more  than  $4  billion  over  what  is  be- 
ing brought  in  at  the  present  time.  Ex- 
perience in  the  future  will  show  that  the 
amount  of  money  that  we  are  allowing 
for  social  security  beneficiaries  will  not 
take  care  of  the  rising  cost  of  living  un- 
til the  next  social  security  bill  is  passed. 

Experience  will  show,  as  we  go  to  the 
States,  that  many  of  the  people  who  are 
recipients  of  both  welfare  and  social  se- 
curity will  not  get  one  dollar's  worth  of 
additional  benefits  under  the  bill. 

In  the  16  States  in  which  they  re- 
ceived a  $5  increase  as  a  result  of  the  last 
social  security  increase,  they  can  only 
receive  $2.50  of  benefits  under  the  Wel- 
fare Act. 

So,  those  experiences  can  be  corrected. 
However,  experience  will  show  that  be- 
ginning in  July  next  year,  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  children  in  America  will  be 
hungry.  The  Senator  from  New  York 
suggested  that  the  number  will  be  be- 
tween 300,000  and  500,000. 

Thousands  of  women  will  be  taken 
away  from  their  homes  and  required  to 
go  to  work. 

Thousands  of  children  will  be  in  day- 
care centers,  with  more  or  less  com- 
petent people  in  charge,  but  they  will  be 
taken  away  from  their  homes  and  put 
under  the  care  of  strangers. 

It  was  decided  in  the  committee  after 
considerable  debate  that  mothers  who 
are  in  charge  of  children  under  the  age 
of  6  would  not  be  required  to  take  any 
job  in  industry. 

An  amendment  was  offered  by  me  on 
the  floor,  and  unanimously  agreed  to, 
that  other  people  acting  in  the  place  of 
mothers,  older  sisters  or  aunts,  would 
have  the  same  exemption. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  then  sug- 
gested that  perhaps  we  could  be  even 
stronger,  and  he  offered  an  amendment 
to  provide  for  other  exemptions. 

Experience  will  show  that  next  year 
these  people  will  be  hungry.  We  will  have 
mothers  who  will  be  leaving  their  homes. 
We  will  have  fathers  who  will  not  be  able 
to  draw  benefits. 

That  is  why  I  feel  that  if  we  could  have 
taken  the  bill  to  conference  and  ex- 
plained the  detrimental  provisions  of  the 
bill  to  the  Members  of  the  Senate  and 
had  additional  time  to  discuss  the  matter 
further  and  read  the  various  comments 
of  people  who  do  know  the  impact  of  this 
legislation,  it  might  have  made  a  differ- 
ence in  the  vote. 

I  declare  now  that  I  am  going  to  join 
with  the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Javits]  and  others  in  the  statement  that 
this  is  not  the  end  of  the  ball  game.  It  is 
just  the  end  of  the  first  inning. 

The  Monday  after  next  will  be  Christ- 
mas. Most  of  us  will  be  digging  out  old 
toys  and  painting  them  and  fixing  them 
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or  giving  them  to  firemen  to-  paint  and 
fix  up  for  the  children  who  will  not  have 
much  in  their  Christmas  stockings.  And 
Santa  Claus  will  visit  them  only  tem- 
porarily. 

A  lot  of  us  will  be  walking  up  and  down 
the  street  and  dropping  a  couple  of  quar- 
ters or  a  dollar  bill  into  the  Salvation 
Army  pots -and  making  other  contribu- 
tions for  Christmas  turkeys  and  dinners 
for  mothers  and  fathers  and  children 
who  are  poverty  stricken. 

However,  long  after  those  toys  are 
broken,  long  after  that  paint  has  scaled 
off,  and  long  after  the  last  Christmas 
turkey  sandwich  is  gone,  there  will  be 
boys  and  girls  in  America  in  the  streets, 
and  mothers  in  the  homes  who  will  be 
hungry  and  destitute  and  poverty 
stricken  because  we  have  taken  this  ac- 
tion today  that  requires  a  vote  in  favor 
of  this  bill  tomorrow. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hart  in  the  chair) .  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  rise  in  support  of  the  con- 
ference report  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967. 1  wish  to  commend 
the  members  of  the  conference  commit- 
tee for  the  effective  work  they  did  in 
reaching  agreement.  The  bill  they  have 
given  us  may  not  be  all  that  all  Senators 
might  have  wanted,  but  it  is  a  good  bill. 
It  is  positive,  progressive  legislation.  I 
believe  the  Senate  should  approve  it 
promptly. 

A  minimum  increase  in  the  level  of 
social  security  payments  of  13  percent  is 
provided.  The  basic  payment  of  $44  will 
be  increased  to  $55,  which  is  an  increase 
of  25  percent. 

A  person  receiving  today's  maximum 
payment  of  $144  will  get  $160.50.  A  mar- 
ried couple  now  getting  the  average  so- 
cial security  of  $145  will  see  that  figure 
increased  to  $165. 

These  increases  were  overdue,  and 
while  they  still  may  not  be  as  much  as 
we  would  like  them  to  be,  I  believe  they 
will  prove  very  helpful  to  the  retired  and 
the  elderly  who  depend  upon  them. 

Since  July  1965,  when  the  last  social 
security  increases  were  provided,  the  cost 
of  living  has  increased  some  8  percent, 
so  that  the  increases  we  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  provide  here  are  actually  great- 
er than  the  higher  cost  of  living. 

There  are  approximately  24  million 
older  citizens,  widows,  orphans,  and  dis- 
abled persons  who  will  benefit.  They  will 
realize  $3.6  billion  a  year  in  the  aggre- 
gate. This  will  be  new  purchasing  power 
in  the  economy.  But  the  greatest  argu- 
ment in  favor  of  providing  the  increases 
is  simply  that  our  elderly  retired  and 
other  recipients  need  the  money. 

Making  these  benefits  available  to 
those  who  depend  upon  social  security, 
Mr.  President,  should  be  done  as  soon 
as  possible.  The  needed  increases  should 


not  be  jeopardized  by  resistance  to  the 
welfare  aspects  of  the  bill. 

I  do  not  believe,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  opposition  that  has  been  expressed 
to  the  provisions  aimed  at  putting  wel- 
fare recipients  to  work  is  soundly  based. 
On  the  contrary,  I  think  the  objective  is 
a  highly  desirable  one. 

I  do  not  believe  this  body  should  be 
intimidated  by  any  suggestions  or  any 
threats  that  if  these  welfare  provisions 
are  adopted  we  will  have  more  trouble, 
more  riots,  in  the  cities  next  summer. 
We  simply  cannot  afford  to  gear  the  law- 
making process  to  any  such  considera- 
tions. 

There  is  a  real  chance,  on  the  other 
hand  I  think,  that  persons  on  welfare 
may  be  helped  and  may  be  encouraged 
to  help  themselves.  I  think  these  provi- 
sions offer  an  opportunity  for  self-bet- 
terment. This  is  an  incentive  program, 
not  a  program  of  oppression,  as  some 
apparently  believe. 

May  I  point  out  that  item  2  under  the 
public  welfare  and  health  amendments 
section  clearly  states,  on  page  15  of  the 
summary  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967,  that  "any  person  with  ill- 
ness, incapacity,  advanced  age  or  re- 
moteness from  a  project  that  precludes 
effective  participation  in  work  or  train- 
ing" would  not  be  included  in  the  work 
program;  nor  would — item  3 — persons  be 
included  "whose  substantially  continuous 
presence  in  the  home  is  required  because 
of  the  illness  or  incapacity  of  another 
member  of  the  household."  There  is  no 
intent  here  to  work  a  hardship  on  anyone. 

I  may  say  that  I  am  disappointed  that 
the  conferees  saw  fit  to  drop  my  amend- 
ment which  would  have  permitted  volun- 
tary retirement  at  age  60.  I  would  have 
liked  to  see  that  provision  retained  in  the 
bill. 

But  I  make  the  obvious  point  that  in- 
creasing the  benefits  to  keep  social  se- 
curity payments  more  in  line  with  the 
actual  costs  of  living  is  the  overriding 
consideration  now.  In  the  future  I  hope 
that  we  can  make  other  improvements. 

This  bill,  Mr.  President,  as  it  relates  to 
the  increased  benefits  under  the  old-age, 
survivors  and  disability  insurance  sys- 
tem, is  actuarially  and  fiscally  sound, 
we  are  advised.  It  provides  benefits  for 
additional  categories  of  individuals.  And 
it  improves  the  public  assistance  pro- 
gram and  other  related  programs,  as  I 
have  already  mentioned. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  far  too  many 
amendments  for  me  to  discuss  separate- 
ly, and  I  do  not  think  that  further  dis- 
cussion is  necessary  on  my  part,  except 
to  reiterate  that  the  benefits  provided  by 
this  bill  have  been  kept  wage  related, 
which  is  the  best  insurance  for  the  social 
security  program  for  the  future.  As  long 
as  the  benefits  are  kept  wage  related,  I 
think  the  social  security  system  can  con- 
tinue into  the  future  as  a  financially  re- 
sponsible program  as  well  as  a  humani- 
tarian one. 

Mr.  MONDALE.  Mr.  President,  I  again 
wish  to  express  my  profound  disappoint- 
ment with  the  conference  report  on  H.R. 
12080,  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
for  1967. 

The  report  is  a  sorry  response  to  the 
increasing  needs  of  the  elderly,  the  dis- 


abled, the  blind,  and  the  poor.  Many  of 
its  provisions  are  punitive  and  repres- 
sive. They  show  we  have  not  learned 
from  past  experience. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  in  favor  of  in- 
creased social  security  benefits  at  almost 
any  cost.  Elderly  people  are  not  getting 
enough  money  to  keep  up  with  rising 
costs  and  with  rising  standards  of  living. 

What  does  the  bill  do  for  them? 

It  increases  their  social  security  bene- 
fits, but  only  by  a  small  amount.  And 
that  is  all  it  does  for  them. 

What  does  the  bill  do  to  hurt  them? 

It  provides  a  small  raise  in  benefits 
which  only  gives  Congress  an  excuse  for 
not  acting  on  social  security  again  for 
several  years. 

It  gives  local  governments  the  con- 
tinued opportunity  to  cancel  out  the  ef- 
fects of  social  security  increases  for  re- 
cipients of  old  age  assistance  by  making 
a  corresponding  cut  in  welfare  benefits. 

It  gives  the  low  income  wage  earner 
a  disproportionate  burden  of  the  social 
security  costs  because  social  security 
taxes  are  not  to  be  paid  on  the  part  of 
an  individual's  income  that  exceeds 
$7,800  a  year. 

This  social  security  bill  is  an  attempt 
to  win  the  votes  of  a  large  number  of 
Americans  who  will  feel  their  repre- 
sentatives have  done  something  for 
then.  But  their  representatives  have 
given  them  far  less  than  they  should 
have. 

Mr.  President,  a  good  many  of  the 
Members  of  this  body  have  risen  to  speak 
about  the  urban  crisis  in  the  past  few 
months.  We  have  talked  at  length  about 
what  can  be  done  to  develop  new  pro- 
grams aimed  at  alleviating  the  despair 
and  frustration  rampant  in  our  ghettos. 
Most  of  us  agree  that  new  approaches 
are  necessary.  Yet  this  bill  takes  us  back- 
ward to  the  centuries  of  insensitivity  to 
the  problems  of  the  urban  and  rural 
poor. 

HISTORICAL  BACKGROUND 

Society  since  the  Middle  Ages  has  rec- 
ognized a  duty  to  assist  the  poor,  the 
destitute,  and  the  indigent. 

The  first  legislative  action  taken  was 
in  1601,  in  England,  with  the  passage  of 
the  Poor  Relief  Act. 

This  legislation  established  the  nature 
and  techniques  of  governmental  respon- 
sibility for  the  care  of  the  poor.  The  1601 
act  acknowledged  governmental  respon- 
sibility for  the  care  of  the  destitute,  and 
delegated  the  provisions  of  such  aid  to 
the  smallest  unit  of  government. 

The  act  also  established  other  prece- 
dents, but  negative  ones.  It  reflected  the 
sentiment  that  poverty  is  a  personal  dis- 
grace caused  by  individal  laziness,  moral 
weakness,  or  individual  or  personal  short- 
comings. This  attitude  characterized  wel- 
fare legislation  and  welfare  programs  in 
the  United  States  until  the  New  Deal. 

The  great  depression  of  the  1930's 
marked  a  major  watershed  in  the  devel- 
opment of  public  welfare  policies,  as  it 
did  for  many  other  public  policies.  The 
depression  brought  new  types  of  public 
welfare  programs  and  the  expansion  of 
State  responsibility  and  participation. 

Likewise,  as  a  result  of  the  depression, 
the  Federal  Government  initiated  large- 
scale  participation  in  welfare  policies,  es- 
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pecially  in  financing  programs,  with  the 
adoption  of  the  Social  Security  Act  in 
1936.  For  example,  in  1930,  91.3  percent 
of  all  public  expenditures  for  assistance 
and  work  programs  were  the  local 
level;  the  rest  was  paid  for  by  the  States. 
By  1932,  the  local  percentage  had  dropped 
to  60  percent  while  the  State  portion 
had  increased  to  21.9  percent  and  the 
Federal  Government  was  now  financing 
17.5  percent. 

In  1936,  the  year  after  the  passage  of 
the  Social  Security  Act,  77.4  percent  of 
all  public  expenditures  were  at  the  Fed- 
eral level,  13.4  percent  at  the  State  level, 
and  9.2  percent  at  the  local  level. 

This,  of  course,  was  one  of  the  most 
dramatic  shifts  from  the  Elizabethan 
poor  law  philosophy.  The  local  unit  of 
government,  many  times  overburdened 
by  large  numbers  of  poor  people,  would 
no  longer  be  the  chief  of  source  of  rev- 
enue for  aiding  the  poor.  Instead,  Con- 
gress recognized  that  the  problems  of 
the  poor  were  national  in  scope. 

The  depression  also  brought  about  a 
change  in  attitude  toward  the  welfare 
recipient. 

As  we  experienced  a  severe  depression, 
people  realized  that  it  was  not  laziness 
or  some  inherent  quality  that  caused  a 
person  to  be  poor.  Rather,  in  many  in- 
stances, poverty  was  a  result  of  economic 
forces  that  individuals  could  not  con- 
trol. Programs  were  established  to  help 
people  who  fell  within  certain  defined 
categories.  Congress  recognized  that 
there  were  people  who,  by  the  very  na- 
ture of  their  classification  in  a  certain 
group,  were  more  likely  to  require  finan- 
cial assistance  in  order  to  continue  to  be 
able  to  provide  for  themselves. 

Four  major  categories  of  citizens  are 
now  recognized  by  Congress  for  receipt 
of  special  assistance:  the  elderly — old- 
age  assistance;  the  disabled — aid  to  the 
permanent  and  totally  disabled;  the 
blind — aid  to  the  blind;  and  dependent 
children — aid  to  families  with  depend- 
ent children. 

Mr.  President,  the  compromises  repre- 
sented by  the  conference  report  would 
reverse  the  trend  away  from  Elizabethan 
attitudes,  and  take  us  back  to  the  17th 
century.  Perhaps  this  bill  is  the  precursor 
of  the  reestablishment  of  poorhouses, 
debtors  farms,  and  prisons  for  the  in- 
digent. 

Let  me  explain  my  disappointment  by 
discussing  four  aspects  of  the  conference 
bill:  social  security ;  AFDC  payments;  the 
work  training  and  unemployed  fathers 
provisions;  and  the  title  19  program. 

I.  SOCIAL  SECURITY 

At  the  outset,  I  want  to  make  it  clear 
that  I  favor  increased  social  security 
benefits.  But  I  do  not  favor  this  social 
security  bill.  This  bill  is  a  tax  increase 
at  the  expense  of  the  poor — a  tax  in- 
crease without  hearings.  I  do  not  believe 
we  should  be  satisfied  with  this  bill.  I 
believe  we  can  do  better.  We  must  do 
better. 

I  want  more  social  security,  because  7. 
know  what  an  increase  can  do  for  the 
poor  in  our  Nation.  More  than  a  third 
of  the  poor  people  in  this  country  are 
over  65  years  of  age.  The  only  possible 
way  of  lifting  this  group  above  the  pov- 
erty line  is  higher  cash  benefits  from  so- 
cial security. 


More  than  23  million  beneficiaries  re- 
ceive checks  every  month  through  social 
security.  Social  security  insurance  bene- 
fits now  assist  18  million  older  people,  3% 
million  children — primarily  orphans — 
a  half  million  widowed  mothers  of  chil- 
dren or  disabled  or  retired  workers,  IVz 
million  disabled  workers  and  their  wives, 
and  since  1966,  people  who  are  72  or  older 
who  otherwise  are  not  eligible  for  insur>- 
ance  benefits. 

More  than  86  million  workers  cur- 
rently are  employed  and  paying  contri- 
butions under  social  security.  These  con- 
tributions will  buy  them  a  retirement 
program,  protection  against  serious  dis- 
ability, and  life  insurance  if  the  major 
breadwinner  in  the  family  dies. 

Mr.  President,  one  in  every  nine  Ameri- 
cans receives  social  security  benefits  in 
some  form.  These  people  know  how  far 
benefits  have  lagged  behind  the  increases 
in  living  costs.  They  also  know  these 
benefits  have  lagged  even  farther  behind 
the  better  living  standards  most  Ameri- 
cans enjoy. 

Since  1940  social  security  beneficiaries 
have  been  fighting  a  losing  battle  with 
the  cost  of  living.  Social  security  benefits 
have  been  increased  five  times  during  this 
period.  But  living  costs  have  increased 
much  faster.  Neither  the  social  security 
benefit  increase  in  1959  nor  the  one  in 
1965  matched  the  increase  in  living  costs 
since  the  previous  benefit  increase.  The 
,8.3 -percent  increase  in  the  consumer 
price  index  in  1966  was  the  greatest  in  15 
years.  And  1967  has  kept  a  similar  pace. 

An  example  will  show  what  this  means 
for  the  average  retired  American.  The 
average  monthly  benefit  today,  for  a 
worker  who  retired  in  1954  is  $76,  but 
for  him  to  buy  the  same  goods  and  serv- 
ices that  his  benefits  would  have  pur- 
chased 13  years  ago,  he  would  now  have 
to  be  receiving  $82.  A  13-percent  social 
security  increase  as  proposed  in  the  con- 
ference report  would  allow  him  to  buy 
the  same  goods  and  services  that  he  could 
get  in  1954.  But  this  increase  does  not 
allow  him  to  keep  up  with  today's  stand- 
ard of  living.  But  to  keep  pace  with 
wages  of  employed  workers,  he  would 
have  to  receive  $104,  which  is  a  37-per- 
cent increase  over  the  actual  benefits  of 
today. 

The  problems  of  inflation  aside,  the 
fact  is  that  the  average  person  on  social 
security  can  barely  eke  out  a  subpoverty 
level  of  living.  The  poverty  standard  is 
$1,170  for  a  single  aged  individual  and 
$1,850  for  an  elderly  couple.  The  average 
social  security  beneficiary  is  below  even 
the  poverty  subsistence  level.  Annually,  a 
single  aged  person  now  averages  only 
$1,008  and  a  couple  $1,716. 

The  main  retirement  income  protec- 
tion for  most  elderly  Americans  comes 
from  social  security.  Less  than  15  percent 
of  those  65  and  over  receive  private  pen- 
sion payments,  and  those  private  pen- 
sions count  for  only  3  percent  of  total  in- 
come for  those  people.  Even  15  years 
from  now,  social  security  will  still  be  the 
only  pension  income  for  70  percent  of  the 
people.  The  median  income,  including  all 
income  sources,  was  $1,130  in  1966  for 
single  persons  over  65,  and  $2,875  for 
couples.  Thirty  percent  of  the  elderly 
couples  received  less  than  $2,000  a  year. 

Furthermore,  many  people  do  not  real- 


ize that  when  social  security  benefits  go 
up,  welfare  payments  are  likely  to  go 
down.  Many  elderly  people  think  they 
will  get  the  full  benefits  of  13 -percent  in- 
crease in  social  security  or  a  minimum 
of  $55.  But  many  of  them  will  not  get  this 
increase. 

There  is  a  provision  in  the  bill  that 
the  additional  amount  of  money  ob- 
tained as  social  security  payments  can 
be  taken  away  if  one  is  on  welfare.  The 
increase  in  social  security  benefits  will 
be  matched  by  a  decrease  in  welfare 
benefits. 

Many  States  have  a  practice  of  reduc- 
ing welfare  payments  by  the  same 
amount  as  any  increase  in  social  secu- 
rity. An  example  of  this  was  given  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Metcalf]  the  other  day  when  he 
told  the  story  of  an  84 -year-old  man  who 
has  been  retired  for  a  number  of  years. 
This  84-year-old  man  draws  social  secu- 
rity benefits  of  $62  a  month  and  welfare 
benefits  in  the  amount  of  $48  per  month, 
a  total  of  $110. 

He  writes: 

In  the  past,  each  time  social  security  pay- 
ments have  been  increased,  my  welfare 
check  has  been  decreased  In  the  same 
amount,  I  do  not  have  enough  to  properly 
take  care  of  myself  at  the  present  time. 

This  84-year-old  man,  and  others  like 
him  throughout  the  country,  may  very 
well  find  that  their  old  age  assistance 
checks  will  be  reduced  by  an  amount 
equal  to  the  increase  under  the  confer- 
ence bill. 

Last  month's  Senate  bill  was  intended 
to  counter  this  situation.  The  bill  con- 
tained a  mandatory  increase  of  $7.50  a 
month  in  welfare  payments  for  the  aged, 
the  blind,  and  the  disabled.  This  provi- 
sion was  intended  to  guarantee  that  the 
social  security  increase  would  not  be 
knocked  out  for  thousands  of  old  people 
when  local  and  State  agencies  reduced 
old-age  assistance  checks  by  a  corre- 
sponding amount.  But  the  conference 
bill  does  not  contain  that  safeguard. 
State  and  local  governments  retain  the 
opportunity  to  continue  as  they  always 
have,  to  cancel  out  the  effects  of  the 
social  security  increase. 

If  present  social  security  payments 
allow  a  majority  of  single  persons  and 
nearly  30  percent  of  all  aged  couples  to 
exist  only  under  conditions  of  extreme 
poverty,  why  am  I  opposed  to  this  in- 
crease in  social  security? 

I  am  opposed  to  this  bill  because  I  be- 
lieve we  must  have  a  better  one. 

One  that  will  provide  substantial  bene- 
fits in  cash. 

One  that  will  eliminate  the  opportun- 
ity for  States  and  localities  to  cancel  the 
increase  by  reducing  old-age  assistance 
payments. 

One  that  is  not  coupled  with  welfare 
restrictions  that  hamstring  inadequate 
programs. 

We  are  fighting  a  war  on  poverty.  The 
elderly  comprise  one-third  of  the  pov- 
erty group  in  America.  A  bill  that  truly 
helps  them  is  a  victory  in  the  war.  If  we 
settle  for  a  lesser  bill,  if  we  compromise 
our  position,  it  will  be  a  long  while  be- 
fore the  Senate  again  has  a  chance  to 
help  the  poor  and  the  elderly. 

There  is  another  reason  for  my  con- 
cern about  the  conference  report.  As  the 
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conference  bill  stands,  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  is  overfinanced.  The  cost  of  the 
benefits  in  the  House  version  was  $3.2 
billion,  while  the  cost  in  the  Senate  ver- 
sion was  $5.8  billion.  The  conference  bill 
costs  $3.6  billion. 

The  conference  bill  will  produce  a  sur- 
plus of  $1,850  billion  in  calendar  year 
1968.  The  Senate  committee  level  of  ben- 
efits would  have  produced  a  surplus  of 
$1,230  billion,  and  the  version  passed 
on  the  Senate  floor  would  produce  a  far 
smaller  surplus. 

The  conference  report  cuts  benefits 
by  $2.2  billion  when  there  is  no  de- 
crease in  payroll  taxes.  This  item  is  a 
bill  which  is  actually  a  back-door  tax 
measure. 

The  cost  to  the  taxpayers  is  the  same 
in  the  conference  bill  as  it  was  in  the 
early  Senate  bill,  but  the  benefits  are 
far  less.  The  Federal  Government  gets 
to  keep  approximately  $620  million 
which  it  would  not  have  had  otherwise. 
This  definitely  appears  to  be  a  method 
to  increase  the  tax  burden  of  Americans 
without  commensurate  benefits. 

We  may  need  a  tax  measure  to  dampen 
inflationary  pressures  in  our  economy. 
However,  without  hearings,  and  without 
adequate  benefits,  I  do  not  believe  that 
American  wage  earners  should  pay  such 
hidden  tax. 

But  this  is  not  all.  The  American  tax- 
payer may  also  find  himself  faced  with 
an  increase  in  local  real  estate  or  prop- 
erty taxes  as  a  result  of  this  bill.  Such 
a  tax  might  very  well  be  levied  by  local 
governments  to  meet  the  increase  in  wel- 
fare expenses  which  they  will  face,  as  a 
result  of  decreased  Federal  participation 
in  financing  of  welfare  programs  under 
this  bill. 

There  is  a  further  reason  for  my  nega- 
tive feelings  about  the  bill — the  wage 
base  provisions. 

"The  poor  pay  more."  Usually  this 
phrase  refers  to  consumer  practices. 
Strangely,  under  the  conference  social 
security  bill,  the  poor  pay  more. 

This  happens  because  the  conference 
report  allowed  a  wage  base  of  $7,800  to 
replace  a  sliding  scale  the  Senate  had 
proposed.  Social  security  taxes  are  paid 
on  earnings  up  to  the  limit  set  in  the 
wage  base.  People  who  earn  more  money 
than  the  wage  base  figure,  do  not  pay 
social  security  taxes  on  the  excess  salary 
above,  in  this  case,  $7,800. 

Consequently,  those  who  earn  under 
$7,800  pay  a  larger  share  of  their  income 
for  social  security  benefits  than  those 
who  earn  more  than  $7,800.  The  social 
security  taxes  themselves  have  to  be 
higher  when  there  is  a  lower  wage  base, 
because  the  cost  of  the  program  remains 
the  same  but  the  wages  available  for 
taxing  are  limited. 

The  original  social  security  wage  base 
in  1935  was  $3,000.  When  the  program 
began,  about  95  percent  of  the  persons 
in  the  program  had  their  full  earnings 
covered.  For  the  same  percentage  of 
Americans  today  to  have  their  full  earn- 
ings covered,  the  wage  base  would  have 
to  be  increased  to  around  $15,000. 

Because  of  the  failure  to  raise  the  tax- 
able wage  base  to  reflect  increased 
earnings  of  workers,  there  has  been  an 
erosion  in  the  adequacy  of  benefits  in 


relation  to  earnings.  Large  numbers  of 
workers  are  not  receiving  benefit  protec- 
tion related  to  their  full  earnings. 

It  is  imperative  that  the  program 
cover  the  total  earnings  of  the  larger 
majority  of  workers  so  that  their  retire- 
ment benefits,  which  are  based  on  cov- 
ered earnings  only,  will  be  related  to 
what  they  actually  earned.  If  an  unduly 
low  ceiling  is  placed  on  the  benefits  paid 
to  moderate-  or  high-wage  workers,  they 
will  be  forced  to  suffer  drastic  reductions 
in  their  living  standards  when  they 
retire. 

The  $7,800  base  proposed  by  the  con- 
ference committee  would  increase  to 
about  two-thirds  the  proportion  of  work- 
ers whose  full  incomes  are  covered.  But 
this  proportion  is  projected  to  fall  to 
about  one-half  again  by  1974. 

The  administration  and  the  Senate 
proposed  to  finance  social  security  by  a 
three-step  increase  in  the  taxable  wage 
base  to  $7,800  in  1968,  $9,000  in  1971,  and 
$10,800  in  1974. 

Such  a 'higher  wage  base  would  im- 
prove the  relation  between  a  worker's 
actual  earnings  and  his  eventual  social 
security  benefit  while  providing  ad- 
ditional income  to  improve  the  program 
further.  In  past  years,  increased  cover- 
age partially  made  up  for  the  decreasing 
proportion  of  taxable  payroll. 

But  social  security  is  now  virtually  a 
universal  program,  and  the  possibilities 
of  expanding  coverage  in  the  future  are 
few.  The  sliding  Senate  scale  would  have 
kept  about  two-thirds  of  the  payroll 
covered  by  a  wage  base  through  1974. 

Additionally,  a  sliding  wage  scale 
would  allow  a  lesser  increase  in  the 
social  security  tax  rate. 

The  administration  proposed  to  fi- 
nance the  social  security  benefits  in  two 
ways.  There  would  be  an  increase  in 
the  scheduled  contribution  rates  on  each 
party  of  0.1  percent  on  January  1,  1969, 
and  an  additional  0.05  percent  on  Janu- 
ary 1,  1973,  for  a  total  increase  of  0.15 
percent.  In  addition,  there  would  be  the 
three-step  increase  in  the  taxable  wage 
base. 

The  House  improvements  require  a 
higher  tax  rate  because  of  the  lower  wage 
base;  the  eventual  social  security  contri- 
bution rate  with  a  wage  base  of  $7,800 
will  be  about  0.25  percent  unless  the 
number  of  benefits  financed  by  the  pro- 
gram are  cut  or  steps  are  taken  to 
eliminate  the  present  and  projected  sur- 
pluses in  the  fund. 

If  the  wage  base  remains  relatively 
static  while  earnings  rise,  social  security 
contributions  will  be  an  ever-decreasing 
proportion  of  the  total  national  payroll. 

Higher  benefits  will  require  a  higher 
tax  on  the  decreasing  portion  of  income. 
Since  the  tax  rate  is  uniform,  low-wage 
workers  bear  a  greater  cost  burden  when 
the  wage  base  is  frozen. 

If  the  Senate  will  reconsider  the  Social 
Security  Act,  some  revisions  can  be  made 
in  these  financing  provisions. 

Finally,  I  find  the  social  security  pro- 
visions unacceptable  because  of  the 
treatment  given  to  Senate  increases  for 
special  groups. 

The  Senate  introduced  a  series  of 
amendments  or  modified  House  pro- 
visions to  allow  an  increase  in  benefits  for 


individuals  aged  72  and  over,  for  disabled 
widows  and  widowers,  for  those  who 
chose  reduced  insurance  benefits  at  age 
60,  and  an  increase  in  the  amount  an 
individual  can  earn  and  still  be  eligible 
for  benefits. 

None  of  these  amendments  were  re- 
ported out  of  the  conference. 

The  Senate  increased  the  amount  of 
special  payments  to  certain  individuals 
aged  72  and  older  who  have  no  coverage 
or  whose  coverage  is  insufficient  to 
qualify  for  regular  benefits.  The  Senate 
provided  increases  of  $50  for  single  per- 
sons and  $25  for  a  spouse  in  this  cate- 
gory. 

The  conference  bill  gave  $40  for  a 
single  person  and  $20  for  a  spouse,  an  in- 
crease of  $5  and  $2.50  respectively  from 
the  House  measures. 

The  Senate  wanted  to  provide  benefits 
for  disabled  widows  and  widowers  at  any 
age  at  a  benefit  rate  of  82  y2  percent  of 
the  spouse's  primary  insurance  amount. 
Again,  the  conference  committee  modi- 
fied the  Senate  amendment  to  bring  it  in 
line  with  the  House  bill.  The  House,  and 
conference  version,  provided  benefits  for 
disabled  widows  and  widowers  age  50  or 
over  with  benefits  ranging  from  50  to 
8?y2  percent  of  the  spouse's  primary  in- 
surance amount  depending  on  the  age  at 
which  benefits  begin. 

The  Senate's  amendment  to  provide 
for  payment  of  reduced  old-age,  wife's, 
husband's,  widower's,  and  parents's  in- 
surance benefits  beginning  at  age  60  was 
deleted  by  the  conference. 

Under  the  existing  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 203  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  if  the 
beneficiary  earns  $1,500  or  less  a  year,  no 
benefits  will  be  withheld;  if  he  earns 
more  than  $1,500  in  a  year,  $1  in  benefits 
will  be  withheld  for  each  $2  in  earnings 
between  $1,500  to  $2,700,  and  $1  in  bene- 
fits will  be  withheld  for  each  $1  of  earn- 
ings above  $2,700.  The  House  bill  in- 
creased the  annual  $1,500  and  $2,700  cut- 
off points  to  $1,680  and  $2,880,  respec- 
tively. The  Senate  amendments  increased 
the  cutoff  points  to  $2,400  and  $3,600 
under  the  old  social  security  law,  no  bene- 
fit is  withheld  for  any  month  in  which 
the  beneficiary  earns  $125  or  less  in  wages 
and  does  not  engage  in  self-employment. 
The  House  raised  the  monthly  figure  to 
$140  and  the  Senate  increased  it  to  $200. 
In  conference,  the  Senate  receded. 

In  dollars  and  cents  the  social  security 
benefits  coming  from  the  conference 
compromise  are  an  across-the-board  in- 
crease of  13  percent.  The  House  had 
approved  a  general  increase  of  12.5  per- 
cent while  the  Senate  raised  the  figure 
to  15  percent. 

The  minimum  monthly  benefit  coming 
from  the  conference  was  $55.  The  cur- 
rent minimum  monthly  benefit  is  $44. 
The  House  had  approved  a  raise  to  $50, 
while  the  Senate  version  approved  a  raise 
to  $70. 

The  numbers  involved  in  these  com- 
promises clearly  indicate  that  the  con- 
ference committee  leaned  heavily  toward 
the  more  conservative  House  version  on 
the  increase  in  social  security  benefits.  In 
fact,  it  is  a  little  difficult  to  call  the  result 
a  compromise. 

My  record  in  the  Senate  is  one  of 
favoring  increased  social  security  bene- 
fits. 
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I  voted  for  the  Senate  bill  which  pro- 
vided an  across-the-board  increase  of  15 
percent  in  social  security  benefits  and 
which  would  have  raised  the  minimum 
monthly  benefit  to  $70. 

I  cosponsored  an  amendment  which 
would  have  raised  the  minimum  monthly 
benefit  to  $100. 

I  am  in  favor  of  social  security,  in 
favor  of  increased  benefits,  in  favor  of 
eliminating  burdensome  restrictions. 
But,  Mr.  President,  I  am  not  in  agree- 
ment with  the  regressive  provisions  of 
this  bill. 

Let  me  read  you  a  letter  I  received  yes- 
terday from  Mr.  C.  J.  Obert,  of  Minne- 
apolis, Minn.  It  reflects  the  opinions  of 
the  elderly  of  this  Nation: 

A  funny  thing  happened  to  the  new  Social 
Security  bill  from  the  Senate  to  the  House. 
This  bill  was  not  even  recognizable  after  the 
mutilating  the  House  gave  it. 

I'm  sure  I'm  speaking  for  all  the  Senior 
Citizens  in  your  home  state  when  I  ask  you 
for  help  in  this  very  important  bill  to  us. 

n.   AFDC  PAYMENTS 

I  have  said  the  conference  report  takes 
us  back  to  the  days  of  the  "Poor  Laws." 

This  is  true  especially  of  the  "freeze" 
on  the  number  of  eligible  children  for 
Federal  AFDC  participation. 

The  conference  bill  places  a  limit  on 
the  extent  of  Federal  financial  participa- 
tion in  the  AFDC  program.  It  states  that 
the  Federal  Government  will  set  a  maxi- 
mum'contribution  which  will  be  equal  to 
the  proportion  of  all  children  in  the  State 
under  18  who  are  receiving  aid  to  fami- 
lies with  dependent  children  as  a  result 
of  the  continued  absence  of  a  parent  as 
of  January  1,  1968. 

I  am  opposed  to  this  section  of  the  bill 
for  five  separate,  but  related  reasons : 

First,  it  is  based  on  unproven  assump- 
tions. 

Second,  it  leaves  unresolved  problems. 

Third,  it  transfers  to  the  States  re- 
sponsibilities which  should  be  shared  by 
the  Federal  Government. 

Fourth,  it  may  be  unconstitutional. 

Fifth,  the  amendment  clearly  is  puni- 
tive. 

Unproven  assumptions:  Those  sup- 
porting this  measure  assumed  it  would 
reduce  the  growth  of  the  AFDC  program, 
illegitimacy  and  broken  homes.  There 
is  little  likelihood  the  freeze  will  pro- 
duce this  result. 

One  cannot  get  something  for  noth- 
ing. We  do  not  solve  the  problem  of  in- 
creased crime  by  limiting  the  number 
of  police  a  city  can  have.  We  do  not 
reduce  fires  by  limiting  the  number  of 
fire  engines.  Similarly,  we  cannot  dim- 
inish illegitimacy  and  broken  homes 
simply  by  reducing  the  financial  assist- 
ance available  to  children  of  these 
homes. 

The  assumption  of  this  provision  is 
that  AFDC  children  are  receiving  aid 
because  of  their  mothers'  illicit  behavior 
with  other  men. 

Evidence  shows  that  curtailing  AFDC 
payments  does  not  end  illegitimacy. 
Many  States  have  used  the  "suitable 
home"  policy  to  deny  assistance  to  fam- 
ilies where  illegitimacy  had  occurred. 

Edward  B.  Sparer,  in  his  testimony 
before  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
on  H.R.  12080,  discussed  this  point.  He 


reported  that  the  State  of  Mississippi 
conducted  a  study  on  the  effect  of  AFDC 
cutoff  for  the  denial  of  eligibility  on 
the  grounds  that  a  "suitable  home"  was 
lacking  because  of  illegitimacy. 

This  study  shows  a  vast  increase  in 
incidence  of  illegitimate  births  "follow- 
ing the  families'  exclusion  from  AFDC." 
This  quote  would  seem  to  counter  the 
arguments  raised  in  the  committee  re- 
port. 

The  committee  report  implies  that  il- 
legitimacy is  a  simple  problem.  We  know 
it  is  not. 

Illegitimacy  is  caused  by  poverty,  lack 
of  educational  opportunities,  lack  of 
training  and  job  opportunities,  poor 
housing,  and  all  those  other  factors  that 
produce  the  psychology  and  sociology  of 
the  poor.  To  counter  these  conditions, 
the  family  must  have  adequate  financial 
assistance. 

If  the  committee  had  really  been  con- 
cerned with  the  problem  of  illegitimacy 
and  family  disintegration,  it  would  have 
provided  for  a  large  increase  in  welfare 
benefits  in  order  to  give  security  to  the 
family. 

It  would  have  provided  for  a  manda- 
tory AFDC-UP  program  in  every  State 
in  the  Nation  to  allow  the  unemployed 
father's  family  to  be  eligible  for  financial 
assistance. 

It  would  have  provided  a  dramatic 
program  of  family  planning  counseling 
and  intensified  counseling  services  to 
discourage  promiscuity  and  dissertion. 

Unresolved  problems:  The  concept  of 
a  "freeze"  does  not  take  into  considera- 
tion that  there  are  factors  other  than  il- 
legitimacy and  family  breakup  that  con- 
tribute to  the  increase  in  the  number  of 
AFDC  recipients. 

There  are,  in  fact,  three  areas  com- 
pletely outside  the  control  of  the  public 
agency  which  may  cause  a  dramatic  in- 
crease in  the  number  of  AFDC  recipients. 
They  are:  First,  increased  awareness  of 
eligibility  and  changes  in  scope  of  pro- 
gram; second,  migration  and  natural  in- 
crease in  population;  and,  third,  changes 
in  the  economy. 

INCREASED  AWARENESS  OF  ELIGIBILITY  AND 
CHANGES   IN  SCOPE  OP  PROGRAM 

In  a  recent  article  in  the  New  Repub- 
lic, the  then  New  York  City  Welfare 
Commissioner,  Mitchell  Ginsberg,  is 
quoted  as  stating  that  there  are  nearly 
as  many  eligible  families  off  the  welfare 
rolls  as  there  are  on  them. 

If  New  York  is  any  indication  of  the 
situation  in  the  rest  of  the  country,  we 
could  double  the  number  of  welfare  re- 
cipients in  each  community  if  people 
were  made  aware  of  their  eligibility. 

Many  private  .groups  are  now  attempt- 
ing to  inform  the  poor  of  their  rights 
under  eligibility  provisions  for  welfare. 
These  same  groups  are  also  testing  in  the 
courts  some  of  the  restrictions  which 
have  prevented  many  families  from  re- 
ceiving benefits. 

Residency  requirements  are  being 
challenged  in  California  and  other  areas. 
If  residency  requirements  are  declared 
unconstitutional,  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  additional  families  will  be  eligible  for 
assistance.  These  families  will  be  eligible 
because  of  a  change  in  the  scope  of  the 
program,  not  because  of  an  increase  in 
illegitimacy  or  in  family  breakup. 


Thus,  by  increased  awareness  of  wel- 
fare programs  and  changes  in  the  defini- 
tion of  program  eligibility,  there  is  a  po- 
tential for  relief  rolls  to  swell. 

MIGRATION  AND  NATURAL  INCREASE  IN 
POPULATION 

Federal  participation  formulas  are 
based  on  the  percentage  of  children  on 
welfare  contrasted  with  the  number  of 
children  in  the  State.  There  is  no  al- 
lowance for  States  experiencing  large 
amounts  of  in-migration  of  poor  families. 

Thus,  the  State's  hardest  hit  will  be 
those  that  attract  the  poor  to  their  large 
industrial  cities  and  ghettos.  States  least 
affected  by  the  freeze  will  be  those  that 
are  losing  their  population  of  poor 
families. 

The  impact  may  be  seen  by  looking  at 
percentage  increase  in  the  number  of  re- 
cipients for  selected  States  from  May  of 
1966  to  May  of  1967.  While  the  national 
increase  was  10.4  percent,  the  fast-grow- 
ing States  of  the  West  and  industrial 
Northeast  showed  much  higher  percent- 
ages. In  contrast,  States  in  the  Midwest 
showed  increases  less  then  the  national 
average. 

Those  States  which  suffered  heaviest 
impact:  Wisconsin,  27  percent;  Wash- 
ington, 14.3  percent;  Virginia,  13.3  per- 
cent; Vermont,  18  percent;  Rhode  Is- 
land, 14.1  percent;  Oregon,  17.Q  percent; 
New  York,  22.4  percent;  Nevada,  26.8  per- 
cent; Massachusetts,  15.8  percent;  Cali- 
fornia, 18.9  percent;  Colorado,  13.2  per- 
cent; Delaware,  16.4  percent;  Florida, 
17.4  percent. 

Those  States  where  the  impact  was 
the  least  include:  West  Virginia,  minus 
6.5  percent;  South  Carolina,  minus  7.3 
percent;  North  Carolina,  minus  1.2  per- 
cent; Missouri,  plus  1.5  percent;  Ala- 
bama, minus  0.4  percent;  Iowa,  plus  0.4 
percent;  Louisiana,  plus  5.9  percent. 

Again  this  is  a  situation  that  is  be- 
yond the  control  of  the  locality.  It  is 
caused  by  economic  and  social  forces 
which  make  one  area  of  the  country  more 
attractive  than  another. 

It  has  implications,  however.  Clearly, 
faster  growing  and  industrial  States  will 
bear  the  brunt  of  the  loss  of  support 
funds  in  this  legislation.  Moreover,  if  the 
residency  requirements  are  declared  un- 
constitutional, the  impact  will  be  even 
greater. 

CHANGES  IN  THE  ECONOMY 

The  "freeze"  in  this  report  assumed 
we  will  have  the  same  level  of  economic 
prosperity  that  we  are  now  experiencing. 
But  if  we  suffer  a  recession  or  a  depres- 
sion, our  welfare  system  will  not  be  able 
to  respond. 

The  number  of  families  eligible  for 
Federal  aid  has  been  set.  Those  added  to 
the  need  list  would  have  to  be  treated  in 
a  different  manner,  since  there  is  no 
room  for  them  under  the  proposed  ceil- 
ing. 

In  the  past,  the  welfare  program  has 
been  used  to  offset  declines  in  disposable 
personal  income.  It  will  no  longer  be 
available  for  this  function  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  conference  report. 

Instead,  we  will  be  forced  to  enact 
emergency  changes  in  the  legislation  to 
lift  the  freeze  and  pump  additional 
money  into  the  pocketbooks  of  our  low- 
income  consumers. 
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Mr.  President,  I  feel  that  the  so-called 
freeze  on  AFDC  children  neglects  some 
important  economic  considerations. 

The  Finance  Committee  in  the  Senate 
gave  consideration  to  these  economic 
considerations  and  we  agreed  on  the  floor 
to  the  committee's  recommendation. 
However,  the  House  overlooked  these 
recommendations  and  insisted  that  the 
concept  of  a  freeze  be  included  in  the 
conference  bill. 

Effect  on  the  States:  The  system  of 
categorical  aids  established  in  the  1930's 
marked  the  beginning  of  the  flow  of  Fed- 
eral funds  to  the  cumulative  pot  of 
moneys  available  to  finance  welfare  pro- 
grams at  the  local  level.  Under  this  legis- 
lation, the  States  run  the  program  with 
grants  from  the  Federal  Government. 

For  many  States,  Federal  funds  make 
the  difference  between  meeting  stand- 
ards of  "need"  as  they  define  them,  or 
providing  no  help  at  all.  For  all  States, 
Federal  funds  help  redistribute  economic 
burdens  so  that  more  of  those  requiring 
financial  aid  may  receive  it. 

By  limiting  the  extent  of  Government 
participation,  the  freeze  leaves  the  States 
with  these  unpleasant  alternatives: 

First.  They  can  deny  new  applicants 
with  the  explanation  that  there  is  not 
enough  money  to  cover  the  cost  of  assist- 
ance. 

Second.  They  can  change  the  eligi- 
bility requirements,  by  excluding  persons 
according  to  new  residency  requirements 
or  new  waiting  periods  for  absent  par- 
ents. 

Third.  They  can  assume  the  full 
financial  burden  themselves  for  AFDC 
children  above  the  "freeze"  ceiling. 

It  is  clear  that  these  options  trap  the 
States.  Few  have  the  financial  resources 
to  support  the  public  services  they  now 
maintain,  much  less  the  addition  of 
further  welfare  expenses.  The  property 
tax  can  be  stretched  only  so  far.  Thus, 
States  and  localities  will  be  left  with 
only  three  choices,  each  of  which  is 
punitive,  restrictive,  and  goes  against 
both  the  philosophy  of  welfare  services, 
and  commonsense. 

Possible  unconstitutionality  of  the 
law:  The  freeze  provides  Federal  statu- 
tory authority  for  arbitrary  exclusions 
from  welfare  programs. 

If  a  State  attempts  to  act  upon  the 
new  Federal  statute  by  denying  aid  to 
eligible  children  in  excess  of  the  per- 
mitted number,  is  this  a  violation  of  the 
equal  protection  clause  of  the  14th 
amendment?  Critics  of  the  freeze  claim 
that  it  is. 

Lawrence  Speiser,  Director  of  the 
Washington  Office  of  the  American  Civil 
Liberties  Union,  said  in  testimony  be- 
fore the  Senate  Finance  Committee : 

We  believe  that  the  freeze  in  federal  parti- 
cipation in  aid  to  families  with  dependent 
children  program  is  unconstitutional  and 
denies  equal  protection  of  the  law. 

If  a  State  grants  aid  to  some  needy 
citizens  and  not  to  others,  such  deter- 
mination must  be  made  on  a  more  rea- 
sonable basis  than  "first  come,  first 
served."  Establishing  an  arbitrary  limit 
on  the  number  of  persons  who  may  bene- 
fit from  a  law  is  indensible,  irrational, 
and  inconsistent  with  Democratic  princi- 
ples and  the  Constitution.  The  14th 
amendment  requires  that  there  be  rea- 


sonable and  not  arbitrary  standards  for 
determining  which  individual  falls  within 
each  class.  Brown  v.  The  Board  of  Edu- 
cation, 342  U.S.  483;  Yick  Wo  v.  Hop- 
kins, 118  U.S.  356,  369;  Colorado  and 
Santa  Fe  Ry.  v.  Ellis  (Alice) ,  165  U.S.  150, 
155. 

The  distinction  drawn  between  needy 
children  on  the  welfare  rolls  before  the 
freeze  as  contrasted  with  those  who  may 
or  may  not  be  eligible  after  a  certain 
date  seems  irrational.  How  can  a  State 
classify  a  child  ineligible  because  of  the 
freeze,  especially,  when  that  child  meets 
every  substantive  test  met  by  another 
child  who  is  granted  aid? 

There  are  any  number  of  reasons  why 
the  percentage  of  children  in  a  jurisdic- 
tion receiving  AFDC  benefits  may  in- 
crease. A  State  is  then  faced  with  a  choice 
of  excluding  some  by  means  of  tightened 
eligibility  standards  or  denying  aid  arbi- 
trarily to  those  who  have  applied  after 
the  cutoff  figure  has  been  reached. 

Many  States  will  feel  pressure  to  trim 
their  existing  welfare  rolls  and  follow  a 
rigid  policy  of  allotting  vacancies  on  the 
roll.  When  assistance  is  arbitrarily  denied 
and  the  persons  affected  are  as  fully 
qualified  as  other  persons  receiving  as- 
sistance, the  question  of  equal  protection 
of  the  laws  can  be  raised. 

The  freeze  provisions  may  also  affect 
the  right  to  travel,  which  is  a  constitu- 
tional and  protected  right.  If  an  indigent 
person  cannot  move  to  another  section  of 
the  country  because  he  then  will  not  be 
eligible  to  receive  certain  welfare  rights, 
his  right  to  travel  has  been  inhibited. 

A  legislative  provision  that  gives  rise 
to  the  constitutional  question  of  equal 
protection  of  the  laws  can  in  one  sense 
be  said  to  be  punitive.  The  entire  tenor 
of  the  conference  report's  welfare  pro- 
visions is  one  of  punishment. 

The  limitation  of  Federal  participation 
to  children  of  deserting  fathers  is  a  puni- 
tive measure.  It  is  a  measure  which 
blames  children  for  the  sins  of  their 
parents. 

This  legislation  represents  the  kind  of 
attitude  which  can  incite  riots.  Thirty  to 
40  percent  of  the  people  in  Watts  and 
Harlem  are  touched  by  existing  welfare 
programs  at  any  given  time.  The  na- 
tional average  length  of  stay  on  the  wel- 
fare rolls  is  less  than  2  years — 20  months 
to  be  precise — so  people  on  welfare  com- 
promise a  constantly  changing  group. 
The  potential  number  of  those  who  may 
be  affected  by  changes  in  the  welfare 
system,  therefore  may  far  exceed  40  per- 
cent. Any  tinkering  with  welfare  strikes 
at  the  heart  of  urban  areas. 

About  all  the  residents  of  big  city 
ghettoes  need  is  another  indication  of 
congressional  lack  of  concern  for  their 
problems.  I  believe  that  if  we  pass  the 
social  security  bill  with  welfare  provi- 
sions that  have  "punishment"  written  all 
over  them — a  bill  that  excludes  so  many, 
and  destroys  the  hope  of  thousands 
more — we  will  be  showing  that  very  lack 
of  concern. 

We  will  be  accomplices  in  the  creation 
of  conditions  that  invite  urban  destruc- 
tion. 

III.  WORK-TRAINING  PROVISIONS 

Two  years  ago,  the  President  warned: 
Unless  we  work  to  strengthen  the  family 
and  to  create  conditions  under  which  most 


parents  will  stay  together,  all  the  rest — 
schools  and  playground,  public  assistance, 
and  private  concern  will  never  be  able  to 
cut  completely  the  circle  of  dispair  and 
deprivation. 

The  unemployed  fathers  and  work  and 
training  provisions  show  our  inability  to 
comprehend  the  evidence,  and  act  ac- 
cordingly. 

We  know  that  welfare  laws  in  many 
cities  require  that  unemployed  fathers 
in  families  otherwise  entitled  to  AFDC 
must  leave  their  families  if  wives  and 
children  are  to  receive  public  assistance. 
And  we  know  what  this  has  meant — in- 
creases in  the  welfare  caseloads,  and  the 
breakdown  of  family  structure. 

Approximately  265,000  children  were 
on  AFDC  this  past  May,  for  example, 
because  of  the  unemployment  of  the 
father.  By  far  the  largest  part  of  the 
AFDC  growth  over  the  past  15  years  has 
been  because  of  the  absence  of  the  father 
from  the  home. 

Programs  for  unemployed  fathers 
could  help  alleviate  these  problems.  Only 
22  States  have  so  far  taken  advantage 
of  the  permissive  legislative  authoriza- 
tion; less  than  half  of  our  States  have 
programs  to  permit  the  unemployed 
father  to  stay  at  home  with  his  family 
while  he  is  investigating  opportunities 
for  work  and  training. 

We  listen  to  the  evidence;  we  see  the 
necessity  for  united  families.  We  then 
refuse  to  act. 

The  conference  report  deletes  the  Har- 
ris amendment,  which  would  have  made 
mandatory  an  AFDC-UF  program.  Fa- 
thers in  28  States  will  still  be  required  to 
desert  their  families  in  order  to  assure 
that  their  children  have  food  and  shelter 
until  they  are  able  to  find  employment. 

In  fact,  the  conference  report  worsens 
the  situation  for  unemployed  fathers. 
The  reinstated  House  amendment  ex- 
cludes fathers  who  do  not  have  six  or 
more  quarters  of  work  in  any  13  calendar 
quarter  period  within  1  year  prior  to  ap- 
plying for  aid.  This  makes  it  impossible 
for  States  to  reach  those  fathers  who 
need  help  most — the  hard-core,  long- 
term  unemployed. 

Moreover,  we  force  fathers  who  have 
jobs  and  lose  them  to  penalize  their 
children.  The  House,  amendment,  re- 
tained in  the  conference  bill  would  ex- 
clude the  children  of  fathers  receiving — 
or  qualified  to  receive — unemployment 
compensation,  from  eligibility  for  AFDC 
payments. 

We  know  the  kinds  of  jobs  ghetto  fa- 
thers can  get,  janitors  or  bus-boys,  with 
no  job  security;  "last-hired  first  fired" 
assembly  line  work.  Unemployment  com- 
pensation payments  are  miniscule  com- 
pared to  the  financial  needs  of  families. 
If  he  loves  his  family,  how  can  the  un- 
employed father  risk  taking  a  job  when 
he  knows  that  if  he  loses  it,  his  children 
may  go  hungry? 

In  fact,  the  conference  report  contra- 
dicts the  bill's  general  emphasis  on  work 
for  the  whole  family,  in  another  provi- 
sion. Under  the  Senate  amendments,  the 
first  $50  of  the  total  monthly  earnings 
plus  one-half  of  the  remainder  for  fam- 
ilies receiving  AFDC  would  have  been  ex- 
empted. The  House  amendment  reduces 
this  to  $30.  If  our  intention  throughout 
the  entire  measure  was  to  encourage  fam- 


S 18784 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  December  1967 


ilies  to  take  jobs  that  will  help  them  get 
off  the  welfare  roles,  why  did  we  slash 
this  important  work  incentive? 

As  if  this  were  not  enough,  however, 
we  also  go  on  to  punish  mothers. 

As  Edward  V.  Sparer  points  out,  a  dis- 
tinction has  always  been  drawn  in  these 
programs  between  able-bodied  men  and 
mothers,  with  respect  to  work  and  train- 
ing. 

It  is  generally  accepted  as  part  of  the 
structure  of  present  federal  and  state  wel- 
fare laws  that  the  able  bodied  are  required 
to  accept  work  ...  A  different  situation  exists 
with  regard  to  mothers  of  young  children  on 
AFDC.  The  intent  underlying  our  present 
Social  Security  Act  is  that  the  right  to  make 
the  decision  as  to  whether  such  mothers 
should  work  or  not  should  not  be  taken  away 
from  poor  mothers  just  as  it  has  not  been 
taken  from  other  mothers  in  our  society  .  .  . 
H.R.  12080  would  reverse  the  purpose  of 
AFDC. 

I  do  not  believe  there  are  valid  gener- 
alizations in  the  field  of  welfare  with  re- 
gard to  the  merits  or  demerits  of  employ- 
ment of  mothers.  Our  experience  is  too 
limited;  the  results  too  contradictory. 
For  many,  work  and  training  may  be  the 
answer.  Experience  with  the  OEO  title  V 
programs  has  demonstrated  that  in  some 
cases  work  and  training  can  lead  to  in- 
creased self-sufficiency.  For  others,  how- 
ever, leaving  the  home  only  increases 
family  problems. 

There  is  even  some  evidence  that  it 
may  harm  the  children  directly.  Two 
psychiatrists,  Drs.  Frederick  Solomon  and 
Chester  M.  Pierce,  assert  that  welfare 
children  whose  mothers  are  forced  to 
work  may  reach  adulthood  mentally  re- 
tarded or  emotionally  disturbed. 

These  psychiatrists  are  not  quacks. 
They  are  members  of  a  committee  estab- 
lished by  Congress  in  1965  to  study  mi- 
nority group  children  as  part  of  the 
Joint  Commission  on  Mental  Health  of 
Children.  These  physicians  hold  that  de- 
priving children  of  full-time  attention 
by  their  mothers  and  substituting  "insti- 
tutional" day-care  centers  for  children 
under  3  years  of  age  could  do  life- 
long damage  to  their  mental  and  emo- 
tional health. 

Dr.  Solomon  sent  me  a  telegram  I 
wish  to  quote: 

We  beseech  you  to  filibuster  if  necessary 
to  defeat  the  welfare  amendments  to  the  So- 
cial Security  bill.  The  mental  growth  of 
thousands  of  infants  and  children  will  be 
gravely  affected  by  the  absence  of  their 
mothers  in  compulsory  work  or  training.  Day 
care  for  children  under  age  13  is  highly  ex- 
perimental and  likely  to  be  extremely  dan- 
gerous if  applied  broadly.  We  feel  the  freeze 
on  ADC  payments  is  also  unspeakably  cruel. 
Your  courage  on  this  issue  now  will  be  justly 
rewarded  by  an  easy  conscience  later. 

Many  factors  affect  a  person's  readi- 
ness for  work  or  training  at  any  given 
point  in  time.  One  is  the  mental,  physi- 
cal, and  psychological  ability  to  perform 
the  expected  work.  Another  is  attitude. 
A  third  is  family  circumstances.  A  fourth 
is  ability  to  pay  the  incidental  expenses 
involved.  Unless  all  four  of  these  ele- 
ments are  in  order,  severe  harm  may 
result. 

An  illustration  may  help :  Mrs.  X  is  the 
mother  of  four  children,  aged  16,  12,  6, 
and  2.  She  is  receiving  public  assistance. 
The  one  training  course  established  in 


her  area  this  month  is  a  home  health 
aide  course.  Mrs.  X  has  not  finished  high 
school  has  no  health  training  and  can 
barely  read  and  write. 

She  explains  her  anxieties  to  the  so- 
cial worker.  She  has  not  been  in  school 
for  a  long  time;  she  does  not  know  any- 
thing about  health;  she  lacks  the  money 
for  transportation  and  is  worried  about 
the  children— the  2-year-old  is  often  ill, 
and  the  oldest  son  is  having  trouble  in 
school. 

The  social  worker  listens  to  a  few  sen- 
tences, and  then  cuts  her  off.  "What  does 
this  woman  mean,"  she  thinks.  "Home 
health  aide  training  is  a  snap.  She's  just 
trying  to  get  out  of  work." 

Somehow  Mrs.  X  manages  to  struggle 
through  the  class.  She  cannot  find  a  job 
immediately,  but  after  3  months  is  em- 
ployed. She  finds  to  her  dismay,  how- 
ever, that  home  health  aides  are  em- 
ployed only  on  a  part-time  basis. 

Even  working  as  many  hours  as  the 
scheduler  will  give  her,  she  still  is  netting 
only  about  $50  per  week.  And  then  there 
are  the  weeks  when  the  2-year-old  must 
be  taken  to  the  clinic  across  town.  That 
takes  a  full  day  each  time. 

There  are  conferences  at  her  son's 
school  with  teachers,  trying  to  keep  him 
from  becoming  a  dropout.  The  home 
health  agency  does  not  pay  for  cleaning 
her  uniform,  or  for  lunches.  At  the  end 
of  3  months  Mrs.  X  sees  that  she  cannot 
possibly  make  ends  meet.  But  there  is 
nothing  she  can  do  to  remedy  the  situa- 
tion. Her  social  worker  declares  her 
"able-bodied";  State  regulations  fail  to 
include  the  family  or  financial  consider- 
ations. 

Mr.  President,  these  stories  and  worse 
are  destined  to  be  repeated  across  the 
country,  because  of  the  bill's  language  on 
the  work-training  program. 

The  Senate  amendments  would  have 
made  work-training  an  effective  concept 
by  combining  training  incentives  with 
voluntary  participation.  People  who 
should  know,  including  Secretary  Gard- 
ner of  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare,  agreed  that  this  was 
the  way  to  create  an  effective  program. 

It  is  true  that  the  conference  report 
represents  a  considerable  improvement 
over  the  original  House  program.  The 
report  calls  for  new  work-incentive  pro- 
grams to  be  administered  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labor  for  AFDC  recipients  re- 
ferred by  welfare  agencies.  Programs 
would  include  employment,  training  or 
subsidized  special  work  projects. 

But  the  language  of  the  conference 
report  still  permits  welfare  officials  to 
force  mothers  to  work.  It  specifically 
deletes  the  Senate  exemptions  for 
mothers  and  other  relatives  who  care 
for  preschool  children  or  children  under 
16  attending  school,  and  takes  from  the 
State  the  ability  to  set  up  other  exclu- 
sions. 

This  could  be  interpreted  as  a  mandate 
to  punish  the  poor. 

We  all  have  listened  to  the  stories  of 
arbitrary  behavior  by  social  workers  and 
public  welfare  officials.  Unfeeling,  some- 
times punitive  behavior  is  held  to  be  an 
all-too-frequent  occurrence.  Many  hold 
that  the  public  welfare  system  as  a  whole 
fosters  dependency  and  denies  basic 
human  and  constitutional  rights. 


Edward  V.  Sparer  cites  what  he  calls 
the  "incredible"  lengths  some  State  wel- 
fare regulations  reach: 

Georgia  regulations  on  the  one  hand,  re- 
quire mothers  to  obtain  full-time  work 
whenever  the  welfare  department  deems  it 
appropriate;  on  the  other  hand,  the  welfare 
department  must,  under  the  Georgia  "em- 
ployable mother"  regulation,  discontinue  aid 
whenever  the  mother  obtains  a  full-time  job, 
no  matter  how  little  she  earns.  .  .  .  The  Wash- 
ington, D.C.  rule,  as  I  understand  it,  goes 
even  further.  Under  the  D.C.  rule,  a  mother 
who  is  deemed  able  bodied  and  available  for 
work  is  subject  to  AFDC  .termination  even 
though  she  has  not  obtained  a  job! 

Secretary  Gardner  warned  the  Con- 
gress about  the  dangers  of  the  House 
work-training  provisions  : 

If  determinations  are  made  according  to 
rigid  formulas  inflexibly  applied,  if  lack  of 
imagination  and  foresight  characterize  ac- 
tion at  the  decision  level,  then  the  result 
can  only  be  grief  for  the  individuals  and 
families  involved,  and  defeat  of  the  purposes 
of  the  program. 

There  is  much  controversy  about  the 
nature  and  the  extent  of  the  abuses.  One 
thing  is  clear,  however.  Whatever  ten- 
dencies there  are  toward  negative  re- 
sults, are  escalated  to  near  certainty  by 
the  compromise  bill. 

But  there  are  other  reasons  for  my 
objections  to  the  bill's  treatment  of  work 
and  training. 

If  we  had  wanted  an  effective  work 
and  training  program  for  welfare  fam- 
ilies, we  would  not  have  reduced  the 
training  incentives. 

The  Senate  amendments  would  have 
made  it  attractive  to  gain  additional 
skills  and  financially  possible  for  welfare 
recipients  to  participate.  A  payment  of 
$20  per  week  would  have  given  mothers, 
fathers,  and  order  children  the  funds  to 
pay  for  increased  costs  attendant  to  be- 
ing away  from  home — lunches  bought  at 
school  rather  than  prepared  at  home, 
dry-cleaning  of  uniforms  required  for 
training,  additional  transportation  costs. 

The  $30  per  month  of  the  compromise, 
on  the  other  hand,  would  be  a  training 
disincentive  in  many  instances.  A  pay- 
ment of  $7  per  week  cannot  possibly 
cover  the  combination  of  costs  facing  a 
family  member  who  must  be  away  from 
home  during  the  day — transportation, 
lunches  bought  at  cafeterias,  training 
materials,  and  the  like. 

Equally  onerous  is  the  reduced  Federal 
participation  in  supporting  work-train- 
ing programs. 

The  compromise  amendment  would  re- 
duce the  Federal  share  of  program  costs 
from  90  percent  to  80  percent. 

The  shift  doubles  the  burden  on  the 
States  from  10  to  20  percent.  What  are 
the  States  to  do?  The  effect  on  adminis- 
tration may  be  disastrous.  As  we  all  know, 
the  conference  bill  says  that  mothers  who 
cannot  or  do  not  wish  to  work  have  a 
grace  period  of  60  days,  in  which  they 
can  still  get  their  AFDC  checks,  if  they 
receive  counseling.  But  suppose  there  is 
not  enough  money  to  hire  additional 
caseworkers  and  counselors  needed  to 
handle  the  increase  in  work?  Suppose  the 
mother  cannot  get  an  appointment  to  see 
the  counselor  within  60  days.  The 
mother's  welfare  check  will  be  cut  off. 
She  will  be  punished  for  something  she 
could  do  nothing  about. 
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Many  criticisms  could  be  leveled  even 
against  the  original  Senate  bill.  It  does 
not  deal  with  the  problem  of  creating 
meaningful  jobs  and  adequate  income. 
It  does  not  create  new  careers  for  the 
poor.  And  it  does  not  even  guarantee 
placement. 

All  of  these  points  are  well  taken.  But 
the  fact  remains  that  while  the  Senate 
bill  may  not  have  been  perfect,  the  House 
provisions  were  a  disgrace.  The  confer- 
ence report  is  little  better. 

The  poor  have  always  gotten  the  short 
end  of  the  stick.  Now  they  are  to  be 
beaten  with  it. 

IV.  TITLE  19 

Let  me  now  turn  to  title  19,  and  what 
the  conference  report  and  bill  would  do 
to  medical  care  for  the  needy. 

Poverty  and  ill  health  reinforce  one 
another.  The  poor  cannot  afford  the  kind 
of  health  care  they  need  to  escape  de- 
pendency, disease,  and  dispair.  Illness 
means  they  cannot  take  advantage  of 
opportunities  for  education,  training, 
and  work.  As  one  of  the  OEO  health  pro- 
gram administrators  put  it : 

Without  intervention,  the  poor  get  sicker, 
and  the  sick  get  poorer. 

The  title  19  program  promised  one 
kind  of  needed  intervention — money. 
Under  this  legislation,  those  receiving 
cash  assistance  were  to  be  eligible  for 
help  in  meeting  medical  expenses.  But 
also,  the  medically  indigent— those  able 
to  pay  for  food,  clothing,  and  shelter,  but 
unable  to  pay  for  medical  care — were  to 
become  eligible,  if  the  State  so  desired. 
So  far,  29  States  have  established  these 
programs.  By  January  1,  1970,  54  juris- 
dictions may  have  programs  in  opera- 
tion. 

I  am  proud  to  say  that  Minnesota  has 
an  approved  title  19  plan.  The  title  19 
program  in  this  year  alone  is  expected  to 
benefit  nationally,  8  million  Americans, 
two-fifths  of  them  65  and  over,  and  one- 
half  children  and  youth  under  the  age  of 
21.  Yet,  in  this  year,  when  so  many  are 
gaining  access  to  good  health,  House 
surgeons  cut  the  heart  ou  tof  the  title  19 
program. 

The  House  bill  limits  Federal  partici- 
pation in  title  19  programs  to  those 
whose  income  is  less  than  133  percent  of 
the  highest  amount  ordinarily  paid  fam- 
ilies of  similar  size  under  the  State  aid- 
to-dependent-children  programs.  Wil- 
bur Cohen  talked  about  the  results  in 
the  hearings  on  the  House  bill.  He  said: 

The  limitation  will  effect  the  programs  in 
operation  in  14  States,  and  will  severely  re- 
strict the  future  development  of  the  pro- 
gram to  meet  the  medical  needs  of  persons 
who  lack  sufficient  resources  to  pay  for  them. 

A  table  was  introduced,  showing  the 
cut  in  Federal  funds  that  would  flow  to 
the  14  States.  We  all  know  what  drastic 
reductions  in  Federal  funds  will  mean. 
Recent  statements  by  Mayor  Lindsay,  of 
New  York,  and  others  indicate  that  there 
just  is  not  money  to  cover  these  costs  in 
local  budgets.  Reduction  in  Federal  par- 
ticipation for  most  localities  will  prob- 
ably mean  cutting  down  on  the  amount 
of  medical  care  for  the  poor. 
Mr.  Cohen  discusses  another  effect: 
The  House  limitation  will  destroy  the  con- 
cept of  medical  indigence  in  a  number  of 
states. 


He  gives  illustrations  showing  how 
families  eligible  for  cash  assistance  can 
find  themselves  ineligible  for  medical  as- 
sistance, because  many  States  do  not  pay 
the  full  percentage  of  need.  He  said: 

In  Indiana,  for  example,  a  family  of  four  is 
eligible  to  receive  assistance  if  their  income 
is  less  than  $271.40  per  month,  yet  the  high- 
est amount  that  can  be  paid  in  assistance 
is  $103.  The  House  bill  would  mean  that 
this  family  could  receive  cash  assistance  if 
their  monthly  income  is  up  to  $271.40,  but 
medical  assistance  only  if  their  income  is 
below  $137,  about  half  of  the  eligibility  level 
for  cash  payments. 

For  another  example : 

In  Texas,  a  family  of  four  with  income 
below  $163.95  could  qualify  to  receive  cash 
assistance  .  .  .  Yet,  unless  the  family  in- 
come is  below  $124,  its  members  would  not 
be  eligible  for  medical  assistance 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  false  economy, 
in  terms  of  dollars  and  of  people. 

People  who  are  not  well  and  cannot 
work  cost  taxpayers  money — unemploy- 
ment insurance,  welfare  assistance,  and 
the  rest.  And  if  they  live  in  families,  these 
costs  simply  multiply. 

Let  me  tell  a  story  to  illustrate  my 
meaning.  I  know  of  a  family  in  one  of 
our  large  eastern  cities.  Father,  mother, 
four  children,  aged  22,  15,  11,  and  1  year. 
Family  is  off  welfare  right  now  pri- 
marily because  of  the  medicaid  program. 
Before  this  program  this  one  family  had 
cost  all  of  us  a  very  great  deal.  The  father 
had  had  a  nervous  condition  which  could 
be  controlled  by  medicine.  Much  of  the 
time,  he  could  not  afford  that  medicine, 
however.  When  he  lost  jobs,  he  had  to 
go  on  unemployment  insurance.  When 
that  ran  out,  welfare  was  the  only  an- 
swer. 

The  family  dreaded  illness  requiring 
hospitalization,  because  it  always  caused 
the  same  trauma  to  the  family.  The  gen- 
eral hospital  could  only  keep  patients  for 
a  certain  length  of  time.  Patients  sent 
home  required  constant  home  care.  Since 
this  family  was  not  eligible  for  the  health 
department's  home-care  program  free, 
someone  had  to  stay  home  to  care  for 
recuperating  family  members. 

Usually  this  was  the  mother.  But  if 
mother  was  ill,  or  if  she  had  to  take  one 
of  the  children  to  the  clinic  to  wait  in 
line  all  day,  one  of  the  school-age  chil- 
dren would  have  to  stay  home. 

The  oldest  child  had  missed  so  much 
school  because  of  this  that  he  never  had 
completed  high  school.  As  a  dropout,  he 
was  destined  to  the  same  treadmill  of  low 
paying  work  that  had  trapped  the 
school-dropout  father. 

On  and  on  the  family  saga  went  until 
last  year.  Almost  12  months  ago,  their 
State  put  a  title  19  program  into  opera- 
tion, which  included  this  family  among 
the  medically  indigent  eligible  for  care. 

Father  now  can  get  the  medicine  and 
stay  on  his  job.  Mother  now  can  secure 
a  home  health  aid  to  provide  real  care 
to  family  members  coming  home  from 
the  hospital.  And  the  children  can  stay 
in  school. 

The  savings  both  in  dollars  and  in 
human  terms  has  been  enormous.  Yet, 
checking  their  income  levels  against  the 
House-sponsored  formula  shows  this 
family  will  be  cut  off  medical  assistance. 
That  is  the  meaning  of  the  133-percent 
formula. 


Mr.  President,  as  I  said  before,  this  is 
one  of  the  worst  pieces  of  legislation  I 
have  seen  in  a  long  time,  but  it  is  con- 
sistent with  other  bills  that  have  been 
coming  out  of  conference  with  the  House. 

We  have  given  in  too  often  to  the 
House  on  legislation.  I  am  tired  of  being 
told  that  we  in  the  Senate  must  accept 
reduced  appropriations,  restrictive 
amendments,  and  unnecessary  legisla- 
tion in  order  to  gain  House  support  for 
the  continuation  of  programs  the  voters 
want. 

We  gave  in  on  rent  supplements.  In 
the  end,  we  appropriated  only  one-fourth 
the  amount  requested  by  the  administra- 
tion and  voted  by  the  Senate. 

We  gave  in  on  the  poverty  bill.  We  ac- 
cepted the  Green  amendment  and  re- 
duced authorizations  in  order  to  con- 
tinue this  program  for  another  2  years. 

We  gave  in  on  metropolitan  develop- 
ment. In  the  appropriation  bill  for  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  De- 
velopment, we  accepted  language  that 
eliminated  the  metropolitan  expediter 
program  and  may  eliminate  the  "204" 
program  which  requires  areawide  review 
of  cities'  applications  for  Federal  aid 
when  these  projects  affect  other  cities. 

We  gave  in  on  model  cities.  The  appro- 
priations nowhere  matched  the  need 
existing  in  the  63  cities  approved  for  the 
model  city  grants. 

We  gave  in  on  reapportionment.  There 
we  resisted,  and  forced  the  House  to  re- 
evaluate its  position. 

Right  now  we  must  decide  on  social 
security.  We  are  being  forced  to  accept 
or  reject  a  bill  which  provides  a  measly 
increase  in  benefits,  restricts  the  welfare 
family,  and  ignores  the  need  for  effec- 
tive work  incentives.  We  cannot  recom- 
mit, we  cannot  amend,  we  have  to  accept 
or  reject. 

Mr.  President,  I  for  one,  am  tired  of 
being  told  that  I  must  vote  for  this  bill 
or  be  on  record  against  the  program. 

I  think  the  people  of  this  country  are 
too  sophisticated  to  interpret  a  "no"  vote 
on  this  conference  report  as  a  vote 
against  increased  social  security  benefits. 
Instead  they  will  support  efforts  to  de- 
feat the  bill  and  drive  to  pass  a  better 
bill  at  the  beginning  of  next  session. 

I  do  want  to  make  it  clear  that  I  am 
not  accusing  any  other  distinguished 
Member  of  this  body  of  conscious  duplic- 
ity. As  one  who  has  just  completed  a 
conference  on  meat  inspection  legislation 
and  as  a  member  of  the  conference  com- 
mittee on  food  stamps,  I  know  that  the 
Senate  position  must  be  compromised  to 
get  a  bill  out  of  conference.  But  I  feel-this 
bill  is  too  important  to  the  poor,  the  aged, 
the  sick,  the  disabled  to  give  in  as  com- 
pletely as  we  did. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  join  me  in  defeating  this 
conference  report,  because  it  is  a  bad  bill 
and  because  the  provisions  of  the  Senate- 
passed  version  were  nearly  ignored  in 
Congress. 

We  can  no  longer  be  a  Congress  of 
20/20  hindsight.  The  time  for  action  is 
not  next  session,  but  now. 

Mr.  President,  my  remarks  include 
what  I  consider  to  be  18  grave  objections 
to  the  conference  report. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  sum- 
mary of  my  objections  be  printed  in  the 
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Record.  I  also  ask  that  a  sample  of  let- 
ters and  telegrams  sent  to  me  in  opposi- 
tion to  this  proposed  legislation  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  items 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

I  Prom  the  office  of  Senator  Walter  F. 
Mondale,  Dec.  14,  1967] 
Objections  to  Conference  Report  on  H.R. 

12080,  Social  Security  Amendments  for 

1967 

1 )  A  13  %  increase  in  Social  Security  bene- 
fits is  totally  inadequate.  The  average  person 
on  social  security  can  barely  eke  out  a  liv- 
ing; the  average  social  security  income  is 
below  the  poverty  level.  Social  Security  bene- 
ficiaries have  been  fighting  a  losing  battle 
with  the  cost  of  living  since  1940,  and  neither 
the  1959  increase  nor  the  1965  increase  in 
benefits  matched  the  increase  in  living  costs. 
To  keep  pace  with  the  wages  of  employed 
workers,  Social  Security  benefits  would 
have  to  be  increased  37%.  The  15%  increase 
voted  by  the  Senate  was  barely  adequate; 
a  13%  increase  will  only  momentarily  ease 
the  economic  pinch  on  the  elderly,  and  it 
will  be  another  three  or  four  years  before 
Congress  will  again  increase  benefits. 

2)  Thousands  of  older  people  who  are 
receiving  welfare  assistance  in  addition  to 
social  security,  will  get  no  increase  at  all 
because  their  welfare  aid  will  be  reduced  by 
whatever  amount  their  Social  Security  check 
is  increased.  The  Senate  voted  a  mandatory 
$7.50  welfare  increase  to  offset  this  reduction; 
however,  it  was  rejected  in  conference. 

3)  The  Conference  proposal  represents  a 
backdoor  tax  Increase.  Taxpayers  will  have 
to  pay  the  same  for  the  Conference  bill 
(which  proposes  benefits  costing  $3.6  billion) 
as  they  would  for  the  Senate  bill  (which 
proposed  benefits  costing  $5.8  billion) .  Thus 
the  tax  burden  on  American  taxpayers  is 
increased  without  hearings  and  without  pro- 
viding commensurate  benefits.  We  may  need 
a  tax  increase,  but  I  do  not  believe  American 
citizens  should  have  to  pay  such  hidden  taxes 
as  this  represents. 

4)  Local  real  estate  and  property  taxes 
may  have  to  be  increased  in  many  states 
in  order  to  make  up  for  decreased  federal 
participation  in  welfare  programs  and  new 
restrictions  on  uses  of  federal  aid  funds. 

5)  Lower-income  taxpayers  will  have  to 
pay  a  larger  share  of  their  income  in  Social 
Security  taxes  than  those  who  earn  over 
$7,800  a  year.  This  occurs  because  the  Con- 
ference Report  adopted  a  proposal  that  So- 
cial Security  taxes  be  paid  only  on  the  first 
$7,800  of  income  and  rejected  the  Senate's 
sliding  scale  proposal.  Thus  people  who  earn 
over  $7,800  a  year  do  not  have  to  pay  Social 
Security  taxes  on  the  amount  of  income  In 
excess  of  $7,800. 

6)  The  Conference  Report  rejects  or  re- 
duces additional  Social  Security  increases 
for  special  groups.  The  Senate  had  proposed 
additional  benefits  for  disabled  widows  and 
widowers,  individuals  72  years  of  age  and 
older,  and  those  who  chose  reduced  benefits 
at  age  60. 

7)  There  are  insufficient  increases  in  the 
amount  an  individual  can  earn  and  still  be 
eligible  for  full  Social  Security  benefits.  At 
present,  a  Social  Security  beneficiary  can 
earn  only  $1,500  a  year  without  having  part 
of  his  benefits  withheld.  The  Senate  pro- 
posed increasing  this  limitation  to  $2,400, 
but  the  Conference  refused  to  go  beyond  the 
$1,680  figure  proposed  by  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. This  represents  an  increase  of 
only  $180  rather  than  $900  as  suggested  by 
the  Senate. 

8)  The  Conference  Report  arbitrarily  limits 
the  extent  of  federal  participation  in  Aid  to 
Dependent  Children  programs  by  placing 
a  "freze"  on  the  number  of  American  chil- 


dren who  can  be  fed,  clothed  and  housed 
with  federal  funds.  This  is  like  trying  to  re- 
duce fires  by  limiting  the  number  of  fire 
engines.  It  fails  to  provide  for  increases  In 
APDC  needs  resulting  from  increased  aware- 
ness of  eligibility,  migration  from  state  to 
state,  and  economic  declines. 

9)  Restricting  the  amount  of  federal  as- 
sistance to  needy  children  forces  the  states 
to  either  1)  deny  aid  to  new  applicants;  2) 
reduce  the  number  of  families  being  helped 
by  imposing  harsh  new  eligibility  require- 
ments; or  3)  assume  the  full  burden  them- 
selves for  any  assistance  provided  children  in 
excess  of  the  freeze  ceiling.  These  options 
trap  the  states.  Few  states  have  the  financial 
resources  to  support  the  public  service  they 
new  maintain,  much  less  the  addition  of  fur- 
ther welfare  expenses.  The  property  tax  can 
be  stretched  only  so  far;  thus  the  only  choice 
open  to  states  and  localities  will  be  those 
which  are  punitive,  restrictive  and  counter 
to  the  philosophy  of  welfare  and  common 
sense. 

10)  The  "freeze"  raises  constitutional 
doubts  because  it  authorizes  states  to  deny 
aid  to  families  which  meet  existing  eligibility 
requirements.  Providing  statutory  authority 
for  arbitrary  exclusions  from  welfare  pro- 
grams may  violate  the  14th  Amendment  guar- 
anteeing all  citizens  equal  protection  of  the 
laws.  If  a  state  grants  aid  to  some  needy  citi- 
zens and  not  to  others,  such  discrimination 
must  be  made  on  a  more  reasonable  basis 
than  "first  come,  first  served."  Establishing 
an  arbitrary  limit  on  the  number  of  persons 
who  may  benefit  from  a  program  is  Irrational, 
indefensible,  and  inconsistent  with  Demo- 
cratic principles  and  the  Constitution. 

11)  Deletion  of  the  Senate  amendment  ex- 
tending aid  to  children  of  unemployed 
fathers  nationwide  is  clearly  punitive.  This 
provision  would  hold  families  together  by 
permitting  an  unemployed  father  to  stay  at 
home  rather  than  forcing  him  to  leave  so 
that  his  children  will  be  eligible  for  aid  on 
grounds  of  desertion.  At  present,  aid  to  chil- 
dren of  unemployed  fathers  is  a  voluntary 
program  in  effect  in  only  22  states.  Unem- 
ployed fathers  In  the  other  28  states  and  the 
District  of  Columbia  must  still  desert  their 
families  in  order  to  feed  them. 

12)  Rather  than  extending  the  aid  to  chil- 
dren of  unemployed  fathers  program  nation- 
wide, the  Conference  Report  places  addi- 
tional restrictions  on  AFDC  programs  by  ex- 
cluding children  of  fathers  who  have  not 
worked  in  the  previous  year  or  for  at  least  18 
of  the  prior  52  months,  and  fathers  who  are 
eligible  to  receive  unemployment  compensa- 
tion. This  would  appear  to  make  it  impos- 
sible to  help  the  families  of  both  the  hard- 
core, long-term  unemployed  and  the  regular 
worker  who  becomes  temporarily  unemployed 
due  to  economic  forces  beyond  his  control. 

13)  The  Conference  Report  would  permit 
state  or  local  welfare  officials  to  force  mothers 
to  accept  jobs  or  participate  in  training  pro- 
grams without  consideration  of  the  effect  on 
children  in  the  family.  While  such  authority 
is  discretionary  it  is  fraught  with  possibili- 
ties for  abuse.  At  worst,  it  would  permit  local 
welfare  officials  to  deny  assistance  to  minor 
children  if  their  mother  refused  to  accept  a 
particular  job — regardless  of  wages,  working 
conditions  and  other  factors. 

14)  Senate  safeguards  against  abuse  of 
work-training  requirements  for  mothers 
were  rejected  by  the  Conference  Committee. 
The  Senate  safeguards  included  exemptions 
for  mothers  and  other  relatives  who  care 
for  pre-school  children  or  children  under  16 
attending  school,  and  authority  for  states 
to  establish  other  exclusions. 

15)  The  Conference  Report  drastically  re- 
duces training  incentives  for  welfare 
recipients.  The  Senate  had  authorized  pay- 
ments of  $20  a  week  for  recipients  participat- 
ing in  training  programs  to  cover  personal 
expenses  such  as  transportation,  mainte- 


nance of  uniform  or  work  clothes,  and  eat- 
ing away  from  home.  This  was  reduced  to 
about  $7  per  week  by  the  Conference  Report. 

16)  The  Conference  Report  also  drasti- 
cally reduces  work  incentives  for  welfare 
recipients  and  their  children.  The  Senate 
version  would  have  allowed  a  family  on  wel- 
fare to  keep  the  first  $50  of  earned  income 
each  month  plus  50%  of  whatever  was 
earned  above  that  amount,  without  a  reduc- 
tion in  welfare  payments.  This  was  cut  to 
$30  and  30%  in  the  Conference  Report. 

17)  The  State  share  of  work-training  pro- 
grams is  doubled,  going  from  10%  to  20% 
of  the  total,  while  the  federal  share  is  cut 
from  90%  to  80%.  This  will  further  burden 
local  tax  resources  and  will  increase  pres- 
sure on  state  and  local  welfare  officials  to 
adopt  more  restrictive  policies  and  proce- 
dures. 

16)  The  Conference  Report  limits  the 
amount  of  federal  participation  "in  state 
medicaid  programs  under  Title  19  through 
use  of  a  formula  based  on  the  amount  of 
state  funds  spent  to  help  needy  children 
and  their  mothers  under  AFDC.  This  will 
have  the  effect  of  drastically  limiting  medi- 
caid assistance  in  states  with  Title  19  pro- 
grams. 

(The  proceedings  of  the  Senate  of  today 
will  be  continued  in  the  next  issue  of  the 
Record.) 
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(Continuation  of  Senator  Mond ale's 
remarks  oh  the  social  security  bill,  S. 
12080.) 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  11, 1967. 
Senator  Walter  P.  Mondale, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  conference  report  on  the  social  secu- 
rity blU  Is  repugnant  to  human  needs  and 
dignity.  Social  security  benefit  levels  are 
totally  inadequate,  and  the  work-training 
requirements  imposed  on  mothers  by  the 
conference  report  are  unconscionable.  The 
welfare  benefit  freeze  will  impose  heavy  tax 
burdens  on  local  communities  and  adjust- 
ments In  old-age  assistance  and  welfare 
standards  may  deprive  the  poorest  of  our  re- 
tired citizens  of  any  income  increases  at  all. 
On  behalf  of  more  than  six  million  members 
of  the  Industrial  Union  Department,  AFLr- 
CIO,  I  urge  you  to  vote  against  the  social 
security  conference  report  and  subsequently 
to  instruct  conferees  to  insist  on  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Senate  bill. 

Walter  P.  Retjther, 
President,  Industrial  Union  Dept.,  AFL-CIO. 

Washington,  D.C. 
Senator  Walter  P.  Mondale, 
Washington,  D.C: 

Urge  your  support  for  two  key  public  wel- 
fare amendments  to  H.R.  12080  the  Social  Se- 
curity Amendments  of  1967  eliminated  by 
Senate-House  conferees  on  the  bill.  Although 
Senate  had  eliminated  the  AFDC  freeze  and 
liberalized  work  requirements  for  mothers 
with  children  on  assistance,  the  conference 
maintains  the  particularly  punitive  provi- 
sions passed  by  the  House. 

Charles  Schottland, 
President,  National  Association  of  Social 
Workers. 


Washington,  D.C, 

December  8, 1967. 

Senator  Walter  Mondale, 
U.S.  Senate  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

Dismayed  by  punitive  ADC  bill  out  of  con- 
ference. Please  help  restore  Senate  amend- 
ments or  kill  bill. 

Gordon  Bttyse. 

Webster  Groves,  Mo., 

December  10,  1967. 
Senator  Walter  Mondale, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

As  former  director,  Minnesota  Public  Wel- 
fare, and  as  former  dean,  school  social  work, 
Washington  University,  I  urge  you  to  work 
for  rejection  of  conference  committee  report 
on  aid  to  families  with  dependent  chUdren. 
It  would  take  us  back  to  punitive  practices 
resulting  in  suffering  innocent  children.  Has 
no  merit.  Congratulations  on  article  in  Pro- 
gressive last  summer. 

Benjamin  E.  Yoxjngdahl, 

Washington  University. 

National  Presbyterian  Health  & 
Welfare  Association  of  the 
United  Presbyterian  Church  in 
the  U.S.A., 

New  York,  N.Y.,  December  7, 1967. 
Senator  Walter  P.  Mondale, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Mondale:  On  behalf  of  the 
National  Presbyterian  Health  and  Welfare 
Association,  may  I  take  this  opportunity  to 
thank  you  for  your  action  in  the  Senate 
on  November  21st.  Your  vote  supporting 
Amendment  No.  425  of  Bill  H.R.  12080  was 
greatly  appreciated  by  members  of  our 
Association. 

The  Association,  representing  over  400  serv- 
ice units  in  the  fields  of  child  care,  health 
services,  services  to  the  aging,  neighborhood 


centers,  and  institutional  chaplains,  was  dis- 
tressed with  some  of  the  coercive  features  of 
HJ4.  12080. 

It  is  hoped  that  the  House-Senate  Con- 
ference Committee,  following  their  discus- 
sions, wiU  present  a  bill  which  Is  supportive 
of  a  progressive  welfare  policy  to  meet  the 
many  challenges  which  face  us  in  the  area 
of  health  and  welfare  today. 
Yours  very  truly, 

Arthur  M.  Stevenson,  Jr., 

President. 

New  York,  NY. 

Hon.  Walter  P.  Mondale, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington  D.C: 

In  view  coercive  discriminatory  provisions 
H.R.   12080  with  respect  public  assistance 
(AFDC)  as  reported  conference  committee, 
urge  vote  against  bill  or  return  conference 
with  instruction  retain  Senate  provisions. 
Rev.  Retnhart  B.  Gftmann, 
Executive  Secretary,  Division  of  Com- 
munity Service,  Executive  Council, 
Episcopal  Church. 

Minneapolis,  Minn. 

December  12, 1967. 
Hon.  Walter  F.  Mondale, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington  D.C: 

Local  932  UAW  retirees  chapter  member- 
ship of  200  respectfully  request  you  to  reject 
conferees  report  on  social  security  in  favor 
of  the  bill  passed  by  the  Senate. 
Respectfully, 

G.  Fred  Nilsson,  Chairman. 

Austin,  Minn. 

Senator  Walter  Mondale, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

Mower  County  Welfare  Board  opposes  cur- 
tailment of  AFDC  funds  on  Federal  level  ajs 
per  current  considered  legislation.  We  urge 
your  opposition. 

Harold  Mickelson, 

Director. 

Beltrami- Cass  Work  &  Training 
Project, 

Cass  Lake,  Minn.,  December  11,  1967. 
Hon.  Walter  Mondale, 
U.S.  Senator, 

Old  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Mondale:  Those  of  us  with 
the  Beltrami-Cass  Work  Experience  and 
Training  Project  wish  to  express  our  dissatis- 
faction and  concern  over  the  1967  Social  Se- 
curity Amendments  as  reported  out  by  the 
House-Senate  Conferees. 

We  feel  that  some  provisions  are  retrogres- 
sive in  nature  .and  are  in  violation  of  the 
original  intent  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
which  was  to  strengthen  family  life. 


S  18787 


S 18788 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  December  15,  1967 


We  refer  specifically  to  the  so-called 
"freeze"  on  the  number  of  AFDC  children 
for  which  the  Federal  Government  will  pro- 
vide funds.  The  ultimate  result  of  this  legis- 
lation will  be  of  a  punitive  nature.  It  will 
penalize  the  poor  everywhere,  but  especially 
in  those  states  that  experience  financial  dif- 
ficulty In  meeting  the  costs  of  assistance. 

We  are  also  opposed  to  the  work  training 
provision  for  AFDC  mothers.  Unfortunately, 
some  states  may  use  their  discretionary  op- 
tion to  "force"  mothers  into  such  programs 
with  the  eypress,  (or  overt)  purpose  of  re- 
ducing their  AFDC  caseloads.  This  apparent 
emphasis  on  costs,  instead  of  on  people  and 
their  problems  Is  distressing  to  all  of  us  who 
are  daily  confronted  with  the  deprivation  ex- 
perienced by  these  people. 

We  urge  you  to  oppose  the  joint  provisions 
for  these  reasons.  We  would  urge  you  to  sup- 
port only  those  amendments  which  would 
give  the  states  additional  resources,  and 
would  enable  them  to  work  more  effectively 
in  alleviating  the  many  needs  of  our  im- 
poverished peoples. 

Thank  you. 

Yours  truly, 

Paige  Christensen. 
Mrs.  Sandra  Davis. 
Mrs.  Doris  Havumaki. 
Jos.  C.  Helfter. 
Dennis  Johnson. 
Mrs.  Louise  Kolstad. 
Verne  Tollefson. 

December  11,  1967. 

Hon.  Walter  Mondale, 
Old  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Mondale:  There  are  por- 
tions of  the  1967  Amendments  to  the  Social 
Security  Act  which  are  not  only  discour- 
aging, but  also  contradictory  to  previous  leg- 
islation passed  in  our  country.  Those  of  us 
who  are  familiar  with  the  problems  and  pres- 
sures of  the  families  receiving  public  assist- 
ance are  fully  aware  of  the  injustices  which 
will  result  from  the  proposed  amendments. 

If  a  "freeze"  is  placed  on  the  number  of 
children  eligible  for  Aid  to  Families  with  De- 
pendent Children  whose  payments  could  be 
financed  by  the  Federal  Government,  it  may 
well  result  in  the  malnutrition,  disease  and 
abandonment  of  many  children.  If  persons 
in  destitute  situations  are  denied  the  as- 
sistance which  would  enable  them  to  pro- 
vide a  minimal  subsistance  for  their  fam- 
ilies, the  ultimate  reaction  would  be  de- 
vastating to  them  and  to  our  society.  Many 
local  areas  of  our  country  do  not  have  the 
financial  wealth  to  assume  the  costs  of  pub- 
lic assistance  now  covered  by  the  Federal 
Government. 

I  am  against  the  Amendments  as  they  are 
proposed  by  the  current  legislation.  It  is  es- 
sential that  we  enact  more  liberal  welfare 
provisions  which  take  Into  consideration  the 
social,  emotional  and  physical  needs  of  the 
destitute  persons  in  our  own  country. 
Respectfully  yours, 

Mrs.  Sandra  Davis. 

December  12,  1967. 

Hon.  Walter  Mondale, 
Old  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Mondale:  From  all  that  I 
have  heard  of  the  1967  Amendment  to  the 
Social  Security  Act  I  hope  that  you  will  vote 
against  this  amendment. 

The  part  regarding  rejection  of  support 
to  some  AFDC  mothers  particularly  disturbs 
•me.  Why  should  some  children  be  provided 
for  and  others  refused  sustenance? 

This  Is  a  sample  of  sloppy  t.hiniring  and 
improper  legislation. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Jos.  C.  Helfter, 


December  11,  1967. 
Senator  Walter  F.  Mondale. 

Dear  Mr.  Mondale:  We  appreciate  your 
efforts  with  regards  to  the  Social  Security 
program  benefits. 

We  only  want  you  to  carry  along  to  the 
committee  our  thoughts. 

It  didn't  take  the  Congress  very  long  to 
vote  themselves  a  nice  raise  a  few  years  ago 
but  they  argue  and  stall  and  delay  a  program 
that  will  aid  people  who  are  really  hurting 
these  days. 

We  are  not  looking  for  a  handout.  We  have 
wbrked  for  years,  paying  taxes  and  living 
as  good  grass  roots  U.S.  citizens  and  feel  as 
though,  at  the  present  time,  we  are  the  for- 
gotten people. 

I  would  like  two  questions  to  be  answered 
provided  you  have  the  answers. 

First.  When  will  the  new  13%  raise  come 
to  us. 

Second.  We  would  like  to  be  able  to  earn 
a  bit  more  on  part  time  work.  Have  you 
any  information  as  to  a  raise  in  what  amount 
one  can  earn  per  year. 

Rest  assured  Mr.  Mondale  you  will  con- 
tinue to  receive  our  support  and  the  com- 
plaints we  have  given  in  no  way  point  the 
finger  at  you. 

Best  of , luck. 
Sincerely, 

Theodore  R.  Menges. 
Minneapolis,  Minn. 

Minneapolis,  Minn., 

December  8,  1967. 

Hon.  Walter  Mondale, 
U.S.  Senator, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Sir:  This  letter  is  to  protest  against 
the  miserable  Social  Security  bill,  just  passed. 

I  know  that  my  protest  means  very  little. 
But  as  your  constituent,  I  have  the  right.  I 
do  not  think  It  fair  to  raise  Legislators 
salaries,  Govn.  employees,  army  personnel 
and  what  have  you.  You  spend  money  for 
everything  conceivable  but  not  for  those  on 
the  bottom  of  the  social  security  rung. 

The  Democrats  will  have  a  hard  time  to 
peddle  their  wares  in  the  next  election.  This 
inflation  is  the  Democrats  own  doing.  That 
really  hurts.  You  know,  no  human  can  live 
on  the  minimum,  set  by  this  bill. 
Yours  truly, 

Frederick  H.  Reinke. 

Washington,  D.C, 

December  13, 1967. 
Senator  Walter  Mondale, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

Public  assistance  and  welfare  provisions 
of  1967  social  security  amendments  approved 
by  conference  committee  represent  major 
retreat  from  gains  won  over  many  years. 
Freezing  of  rolls  on  aid  to  dependent  chil- 
dren and  compulsory  work  programs  are 
punitive  and  regressive  in  effect  and  would 
work  hardship  not  only  on  the  poor  but  on 
state  and  municipal  welfare  resources.  We 
commend  you  for  your  leadership  in  urging 
that  Senate  stand  by  its  version  of  bilL 
Arthur  S.  Fleming, 

President,  National  Council  of  Churches. 

New  York,  N.Y., 
December  13, 1967. 
Hon.  Walter  F.  Mondale, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

We  urge  the  Senate  to  reject  the  report 
of  the  conference  committee  on  the  1967 
social  security  amendments.  The  medievalism 
of  the  public  welfare  provisions  far  out- 
weighs any  gains  to  be  realized  from  Increases 
in  OASDI  benefits.  We  have  a  deep  concern 
fox  the  plight  of  the  elderly  but  the  addi- 
tional hardships  to  be  imposed  by  the  bill 


on  already  deprived  children  and  families 
render  this  bill  an  unsound  public  program. 
The  conferees  should  be  instructed  to  ap- 
proximate the  bill  passed  by  the  Senate,  and 
to  reject  thee  Inhumane  and  regressive  House 
bill.  Our  committees  on  aging,  on  family  and 
child  welfare  and  on  health  join  us  in  urging 
you  to  return  the  proposed  bill  to  the  con- 
ference committee. 

John  H.  Mathis, 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Affairs, 
Community  Service  Society  of  New 
York. 

Washington,  D.C, 

December  11, 1967. 
Hon.  Walter  F.  Mondale, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C: 

The  Executive  Committee  of  the  Leader- 
ship Conference  on  Civil  Rights  urges  you  to 
vote  against  the  conference  report  on  the 
social  security  bill.  What  started  out  as  a 
social  security  measure  has  become  an  in- 
strument of  social  insecurity.  It  generates 
pressure  to  break  up  families.  Under  this  bill 
fathers  would  abandon  their  families  and 
mothers  would  be  forced  to  leave  their  chil- 
dren and  go  to  work.  The  war  on  poverty  is 
becoming  a  war  on  the  victims  of  poverty. 
Cities  now  wracked  by  terrible  crises  would 
be  faced  with  the  intolerable  choice  of  leav- 
ing poor  people  destitute  or  trying  to  pro- 
vide for  them  out  of  funds  they  do  not  have. 
This  is  a  shocking  and  regressive  bill.  We  urge 
you  to  send  it  back  to  conference  and  in- 
struct the  conferees  to  insist  on  the  Senate 
provisions. 

Roy  Wtt.ktns, 
Chairman,  Executive  Committee,  Lead- 
ership Conference  on  Civil  Bights. 

New  York,  N.Y., 
December  11,1967. 
Hon.  Walter  F.  Mondale, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C: 

Please  reject  conference  report  on  H.R. 
12080.  Title  n  irremediably  endangers  and 
deprives  millions  of  children. 

Joseph  H.  Retd, 
Executive  Director, 
Child  Welfare  League  of  America. 

New  York,  N.Y., 
December  12, 1967. 
Senator  Walter  F.  Mondale, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

We  support  and  are  encouraged  by  your 
efforts  to  return  bill  H.R.  12080  to  the  House- 
Senate  Committee  for  further  review.  We 
urge  you  to  ask  the  Senate  conferees  to 
uphold  the^  humane  intent  of  the  welfare 
provisions  in  the  Senate'  bill  (amendment 
425). 

Arthur  M.  Stevenson,  Jr., 
President,  National  Presbyterian  Health 
&  Welfare  Association. 

Washington,  D.C, 

December  12, 1967. 
Senator  Walter  F.  Mondale, 
Washington,  D.C: 

Farmers  Union  Board  calls  upon  the  Sen- 
ate to  reject  the  Social  Security  conference 
report. 

Farmers  Union  feels  that  the  conference 
report  might  push  welfare  concepts  back- 
ward 20  years.  Farmers  Union  continues  to 
support  the  plan  to  give  work  and  training 
opportunities  for  low  income  people  Instead 
of  welfare  as  contained  in  the  Senate  ver- 
sion which  was  rejected  by  the  conferees. 

Farmers  Union  Is  deeply  disappointed  that 
the  Social  Security  conference  report  failed 
to  give  significant  Increases  in  Social  Secu- 
rity payments  above  a  cost  of  living  increase. 
There  is  little  question  that  the  bill  will 
leave  many  millions  on  Social  Security  with 
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total  incomes  below  the  poverty  level,  and 
future  generations  without  adequate  retire- 
ment incomes. 

Farmers  Union  regrets  that  the  drug  lobby 
was  successful  in  eliminating  the  generic 
drug  provision  from  the  bill,  which  would 
save  an  estimate  of  $100  million  in  taxes 
each  year. 

Farmers  Union  urges  that  the  Social  Se- 
curity bill  be  reworked  by  the  Congress  early 
next  year. 

Tony  T.  Dechant, 
President,  National  Farmers  Union. 

Miami  Beach,  Fla., 

December  11,  1967. 
Senator  Walter  F.  Mondale, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

AFL-CIO  considers  conference  report  on 
social  security  absolutely  inadequate.  Most 
of  Senate  provisions  designed  to  improve 
House  bill  have  been  abandoned.  Benefits 
for  OASDI  recipients  would  barely  exceed 
already  increased  costs  of  living.  Retreats  on 
welfare  provisions  enacted  by  Senate  are 
travesty  on  America's  image  as  compassionate 
and  humanitarian  nation.  We  urge  every 
Senator  to  vote  against  this  deplorable  at- 
tack on  poor  and  underprivileged  and  re- 
quest another  conference  to  secure  passage 
of  an  adequate  social  security  bill. 

George  Meany, 
President,  AFL-CIO. 

New  York,  N.Y., 
December  12,  1967. 
Senator  Walter  F.  Mondale, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

We  support  the  social  security  bill  orig- 
inally passed  by  the  Senate  and  welcome  your 
efforts  to  reject  conference  committee  re- 
port. Shameful  quota  on  number  of  children 
aided  must  be  eliminated.  Conference  ac- 
ceptance of  limitations  on  medicaid,  forced 
work  procedures,  and  new  burdens  on  States 
and  localities  should  be  reversed. 

Fay  Bennett, 
Executive  Secretary, 
National  Sharecroppers  Fund. 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  11,  1967. 
Senator  Walter  F.  Mondale, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  National  Association  of  Social  Work- 
ers is  deeply  concerned  about  restrictive  wel- 
fare provisions  in  conference  report  on  HJt. 
12080 — the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1967 — compulsory  work  requirements  on 
mothers  with  small  children  and  the  AFDC 
freeze  must  be  eliminated.  Respectfully  re- 
quest that  you  not  approve  conference  re- 
port but  refer  it  back  with  request  that 
new  conferees  be  appointed. 

Charles  I.  Schottland, 

President, 
National  Association  of  Social  Workers. 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  12, 1967. 
Senator  Walter  Mondale, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

We  beseech  you  to  filibuster  if  necessary 
to  defeat  the  welfare  amendments  to  the 
social  security  bill.  The  mental  growth  of 
thousands  of  infants  and  children  will  be 
gravely  affected  by  the  absence  of  their 
mothers  in  compulsory  work  or  training. 
Day  care  for  children  under  age  3  is  highly 
experimental  and  likely  to  be  extremely 
dangerous  if  applied  broadly.  We  feel  the 
freeze  on  ADC  payments  is  also  unspeak- 
ably cruel.  Your  courage  of  this  Issue  now 
will  be  justly  rewarded  by  an  easy  conscience 
later. 

Frederick  Solomon,  M.D., 
Medical  Committee  for  Human  Rights. 


New  York,  N.Y., 
December  12, 1967. 
Hon.  Walter  F.  Mondale, 
U£.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  Board  of  Social  Ministry,  Lutheran 
Church  in  America,  is  opposed  to  the  regres- 
sive public  welfare  measures  embodied  in 
the  conference  report  on  the  social  service 
amendments  of  1967.  We  support  you  in  your 
efforts  to  keep  the  substance  of  the  Senate 
bill. 

Cedric  W.  Tilberg, 
Secretary  for  Program  and  Leadership. 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  13, 1967. 

W.  Mondale, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

ADA  opposes  the  social  security  amend- 
ments conference  report.  The  report's  pro- 
visions repudiate  needs  and  dignity.  ADA 
urges  you  to  vote  against  the  conference 
report  and  to  vote  for  the  previously  passed 
Senate  social  security  provisions. 
Very  respectfully, 

Leon  Shtjll, 
Director,  Americans  for  Democratic  Action. 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  13,  1967. 
Senator  Walter  F.  Mondale, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C: 

The  Railway  Labor  Executives'  Association, 
representing  virtually  all  of  the  railroad 
workers  in  the  United  States  concurs  fully 
with  the  position  of  the  AFL-CIO  taken  in 
their  telegram  of  December  11,  1967,  on  the 
pending  social  security  legislation.  We  ask 
that  the  social  security  legislation  be  re- 
turned to  the  conference  committee  in  an 
attempt  to  develop  a  Just  solution  to  the 
problem  of  the  Nation's  retired  and  poverty 
stricken. 

G.  E.  Leighty, 
Chairman,    Railway    Labor  Executives 
Association. 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  13,  1967. 
Hon.  Walter  F.  Mondale, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Mondale:  Social  security 
conference  report  falls  short  of  our  recom- 
mendations. Twenty-three  million  older 
Americans-  however  need  all  possible  assist- 
ance. Trust  you  will  take  their  needs  into 
consideration  when  voting. 

Cyril  F.  Brickfield, 
Executive    Director,    National  Retired 
Teachers  Association,  American  Asso- 
ciation of  Retired  Persons. 

Bagley,  Minn., 
December  12,  1967. 
Hon.  Walter  F.  Mondale, 
Senator  for  Minnesota, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C: 

Wish  to  support  your  floor  fight  on  push- 
ing for  liberalization  of  social  security  bill. 
Minnesota  and  Clear  Water  County  will  suf- 
fer from  conference  committee  bill.  Con- 
cerned about  AFDC  freeze,  forced  employ- 
ment, medicaid  cutback. 

John  F.  Jelstttl, 

Director, 

Clear  Water  County  Welfare  Department. 

Long  Island  City,  N.Y., 

December  12,  1967. 
Senator  Walter  F.  Mondale, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

The  1,500  members  of  the  Senior  Citizens 
Club  of  Bakers  Union  Local  Three,  Long 
Island  City,  N.Y.,  urge  you  to  do  everything 
possible  that  the  "punish-the-poor  social  se- 


curity bill"  does  not  become  law.  For  this 
bill  to  become  law  would  be  a  disgrace  to  all 
Americans.  We  wholeheartedly  endorse  and 
support  the  social  security  bill  passed  by  the 
Senate. 

Seymour  Raskin, 

Secretary. 

St.  Paul,  Minn., 
December  12,  1967. 
Senator  Walter  Mondale, 
Washington,  D.C: 

The  350  members  of  Ford  Local  879  re- 
tirees chapter  urge  you  to  reject  conference 
report  on  social  security  in  favor  of  bill  as 
passed  by  the  Senate. 

Phillip  J.  Padden, 

Chairman. 

St.  Paul,  Minn., 
December  1,  1967. 
Hon.  Walter  F.  Mondale, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C: 

The  Ramsey  County  Welfare  Board  at  its 
meeting  on  11-28-67  voted  to  urge  support 
of  a  new  provision  in  H.R.  12080  Social  Se- 
curity Amendments  of  1967,  which  would 
utilize  services  of  Internal  Revenue  Service 
to  locate  runaway  fathers  and  encourage 
them  to  make  payments  to  their  abandoned 
children  in  compliance  with  court  orders. 
HIS  would  collect  from  individual  or  em- 
ployer an  amount  equal  to  Federal  share  of 
court  order,  if  less,  if  parent  refuses  pay- 
ment. 

Miss  Ruth  L.  Bowman, 

Executive  Director, 
Ramsey  County  Welfare  Board. 

Sioux  Falls,  S.  Dak., 

December  12,  1967. 
Senator  Walter  Mondale, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

Know  of  hearty  professional  support  for 
your  coallition  of  Senators  Mondale,  Ken- 
nedy, Morse,  Kennedy,  Harris,  Hartke,  and 
Metcalf  regarding  Senate  position  on  12080 
ADC  provisions.  Better  that  the  1967  social 
security  amendments  perish  than  that  we 
regress  to  the  punitive  era  of  the  English 
poor  laws  of  1600. 

Robert  Mabbs, 
National  Association  of  Social  Works 
Commission  Social  Actions  for  Iowa, 
Kansas,  Minnesota,  Missouri,  Ne- 
braska, North  Dakota,  and  South 
Dakota. 

[From  the  Minneapolis  Tribune, 
Dec.  10,  1967] 
By  Liberals — Senate  Welfare  Fight 
Organized 
(By  Jack  Wilson) 

Washington,  D.C. — A  group  of  Senate  lib- 
erals held  a  strategy  session  Saturday  to  orga- 
nize their  fight  to  remove  "restrictive  and  re- 
pressive" changes  in  welfare  programs  from  a 
bill  to  increase  Social  Security  benefits. 

The  group,  which  included  Sen.  Walter  F. 
Mondale,  D.-Minn.,  admitted  it  faces  a  dilem- 
ma. The  parliamentary  situation  is  such  that 
by  opposing  restrictions  on  programs  for  aid 
to  dependent  children,  the  unemployed  and 
the  aged,  the  senators  would  endanger  the 
rest  of  the  bill,  which  boosts  Social  Security 
payments  to  retired  persons. 

They  agreed  to  take  the  risk.  Sen.  Robert  F. 
Kennedy,  D.-N.Y.,  said  "No  bill  at  all  is  better 
than  this." 

Mondale  called  the  bill  "One  of  the  worst 
pieces  of  legislation  I've  seen  in  a  long  time. 
The  only  responsible  thing  we  can  do  is  fight 
to  reject  it." 

The  bill  in  its  present  form  was  the  product 
of  a  conference  committee  that  met  to  adjust 
differences  between  the  House  and  Senate 
versions  of  the  Social  Security-welfare  meas- 
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ure.  The  Senate  version  was  more  liberal 
than  the  one  that  passed  the  House,  and 
some  senators  were  suggesting  that  the  Sen- 
ate members  of  the  conference  committee 
had  given  in  to  the  House  on  every  basic 
point  without  receiving  any  concessions  in 
return. 

The  group  that  met  yesterday  included,  in 
addition  to  Mondale  and  Robert  Kennedy, 
Sens.  Wayne  Morse,  D-Ore.;  Edward  M.  Ken- 
nedy, D-Mass.;  Fred  Harris,  D-Okla.;  Vance 
Hartke,  D-Ind.;  and  Lee  Metcalf,  D-Mont. 

They  cited  several  specific  objections  to  the 
conference  committee  bill,  among  them: 

The  bill  authorizes  state  officials  to  force 
mothers  to  take  jobs  or  risk  losing  their  Aid 
to  Dependent  Children  payments.  This  would 
mean  that  if  a  mother  refused  to  accept  a 
job,  no  matter  what  the  wages,  that  welfare 
officials  found  found  for  her,  she  and  her 
children  could  be  cut  off  the  welfare  rolls. 

"This  is  nothing  but  a  way  of  reinstituting 
slavery,"  Mondale  said. 

Another  controversial  provision  in  effect 
would  require  states  to  limit  the  number  of 
children  receiving  aid.  The  number  of  chil- 
dren eligible  for  Aid  to  Dependent  Children 
next  Jan.  1  would  be  balanced  against  the 
number  of  children  in  the  state,  and  from 
then  on  the  number  receiving  aid  could  not 
exceed  that  proportion. 

The  Senate  bill  originally  provided  that 
children  of  unemployed  fathers  should  be 
eligible  for  aid  payments.  At  present  this  is 
optional,  and  only  22  states  have  adopted 
such  programs. 

The  House  threw  out  the  Senate  provi- 
sion and  further  limited  the  program  by  say- 
ing children  of  an  unemployed  father  should 
not  be  eligible  unless  he  had  had  "a  sub- 
stantial connection"  with  the  labor  force. 
This  would  eliminate  young  fathers  still 
looking  for  their  first  jobs." 

The  conference  report  also  provides  that 
the  children  are  not  eligible  if  the  father 
gets  unemployment  compensation — regard- 
less of  the  amount — or  has  applied  for  it. 

Incentive  provisions  of  the  Senate  bill 
designed  to  encourage  persons  on  welfare 
to  find  jobs  were  reduced  by  the  conferees. 

The  Senate  bill  would  have  allowed  a 
family  on  welfare  to  keep  the  first  $50  of 
earned  income  each  month,  plus  50  per  cent 
of  whatever  was  earned  above  that  amount, 
without  a  reduction  in  welfare  payments. 
The  conferees  cut  this  to  $30  and  30  per 
cent. 

In  addition  the  Senate  bill  proposed  to 
permit  welfare  clients  in  certain  work  train- 
ing programs  to  keep  up  to  $87  per  month  of 
their  pay  without  suffering  loss  of  welfare. 
The  conferees  cut  this  to  $30  per  month. 

December  11,  1967. 

Dear  Senator  Mondale:  Regarding  en- 
closed clipping  from  the  Sunday  paper  I  like 
to  express  my  great  dismay,  because  the  pro- 
vision to  include  widows  regardless  of  age 
under  the  disability  provision  under  Social 
Security  was  deleted. 

I  came  to  the  United  States  in  1947  from 
Berlin,  Germany.  Was  married,  had  a  daugh- 
ter in  1948  and  became  disabled  with  polio 
in  1950.  Spent  eight  months  in  a  local  hos- 
pital and  was  sent  home  in  a  wheelchair. 
In  1957  my  husband  died  very  suddenly.  I 
was  left  with  many  bills,  a  mortgaged  house, 
very  little  money,  a  nine-year-old  daughter, 
and  still  disabled. 

We  were  covered  under  widows  and  sur- 
vivors Social  Security.  I  could  not  hold  onto 
the  house  and  had  to  move  into  public  hous- 
ing in  1960,  where  I  still  live. 

My  widows  pension  under  social  security 
was  cut  of  March  1,  1965.  I  was  told  by  that 
"sweet"  lady  at  the  Social  Security  depart- 
ment that  I  would  just  have  to  wait  around 
'til  I  reached  age  62  when  I  could  get  any 
other  benefits. 

My  daughter  is  a  student  at  the  Univer- 
sity of  Minnesota.  Last  year  she  received  a 
scholarship  and  an  Education  grant.  For  her 


sophomore  year  the  grant  was  denied  because 
she  gets  $93.20  a  month  from  Social  Security. 
The  University  insisted  that  the  money 
should  be  spent  only  for  her  tuition  and 
books,  et  cetera.  But  the  money  goes  for  food, 
rent,  clothes  and  things  like  that. 

I  have  tried  since  my  daughter  started 
high  school  six  years  ago  to  get  some  help 
and  training  from  various  departments  like 
Voc.  Rehab,  and  the  "War  on  Poverty"  (New 
Couriers)  without  any  luck.  They  have 
taken  my  applications,  talked  to  me  and  then 
it  was  always,  "Don't  call  us,  we  will  call 
you.  .  .  ."  Nothing  constructive  ever  happens. 
By  now  I  am  so  discouraged  I  would  just  as 
soon  lay  down  and  vegetate,  but  I  must  go  on 
and  help  my  daughter  get  through  college. 
With  a  college  degree  she  will  never  have  to 
worry  about  the  same  things  I  had  to.  I  could 
hold  down  a  good  paying  job  despite  my 
handicap  if  I  had  some  sort  of  degree. 

If  I  was  covered  under  Social  Security  now 
I  could  still  earn  a  few  extra  Dollars  without 
worry  that  it  would  be  taken  away  from  me. 
That's  what's  wrong  with  our  so-called  "Wel- 
fare" legislation,  handouts  through  highly 
unsuited  so  called  "Welfare"  people,  but  not 
constructive,  timely  programs  that  would  en- 
courage people  to  help  themselves. 

Just  read  the  last  paragraph  on  the  en- 
closed clipping.  Locally  through  "Indoors 
Sports,  Inc."  we  pressed  for  that  legislation, 
had  it  passed  and  now  what.  It  is  so  dis- 
couraging. Since  my  Social  Security  was  cut 
I  receive  a  very  small  amount  of  money 
monthly  through  Aid  to  the  Disabled,  but 
what  humiliation  and  the  people  that  dole 
this  out  are  impossible.  One  has  to  learn  to 
wheedle  and  beg  for  needed  extras.  I  refuse 
to  do  so  under  any  circumstances.  I  wish 
there  was  a  way  out.  So  please  throw  your 
weight  behind  some  of  the  incentive  meas- 
ures and  improve  Welfare  legislation. 
Sincerely, 

Ursula  G.  Kozak. 

Minneapolis,  Minn. 

P.S. — Without  this  money  Carol  would 
not  be  back  at  the  University.  I  am  a  member 
of  the  5th  district  Federation  of  Womens 
Clubs. 

U.  K. 

"A  sophomore  at  the  University  of  Min- 
nesota, Carol  Kozak,  19,  center,  received  a 
scholarship  check  for  $250  from  Mrs.  E. 
Hane  Carlson,  37  Park  Lane,  Fifth  District 
president.  It  was  her  second  scholarship.  At 
left  was  her  mother,  Mrs.  U.  G.  Kozak,  630 
Bryant  Av.  N." 

The  Federation  op  Public 

Service  Employees  No.  8, 
St.  Paul,  Minn.,  December  11,  1967. 
Senator  Walter  F.  Mondale, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Mondale:  The  City  and 
County  Employees  Local  #8,  AFL-CIO  are 
disappointed  with  the  Social  Security  Bill 
agreed  upon  by  the  House  and  Senate  Con- 
ference Committees. 

Hope  you  can  have  it  improved  on  the 
Senate  Floor.  Hold  to  the  $70.00  monthly 
minimum  if  possible. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Carl  D.  Gastineau, 
Legislative  Chairman. 

St.  Cloud,  Minn., 
December  13,  1967. 

Hon.  Walter  Mondale, 
U.S.  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C: 

We  are  concerned  about  the  House  Senate 
Conference  Report  on  Social  Security.  We 
hope  you  are.  The  freeze  on  AFDC  recipients 
and  the  force  element  in  the  work-training 
program  ought  to  be  eliminated.  Since  it  is 
totalitarian  in  spirit  and  in  direct  opposition 
to  values  of  family  life.  Placing  limitations  on 
amount  of  Medicaid  payments  Is  asking  the 
poor  not  to  get  as  sick  as  the  rich.  Please 
oppose  the  Conference  Report  and  return  to 


committee  to  join  results  more  in  line  with 

the  Senate  version,  H.R.  12080. 

Richard  J.  Leisen, 
Catholic  Charities  and 
Family  Service  Director. 

Citizens  Protest  Social  Security  Bill 
Washington,  D.C, 

December  11,  1967. 
Dear  Senators  and  Congressmen: 

At  a  national  conference  in  Washington 
last  week,  delegates  from  all  parts  of  the 
country  who  have  responsibilities  in  admin- 
istering social  welfare  programs  responded 
with  shock  and  dismay  when  the  Joint  Sen- 
ate-House Conference  Committee  reported 
out  H.R.  12080  Thursday  evening,  December 
7.  Clearly  the  Conference  Comrnittee  did  not 
understand  the  injurious  implications  of  this 
legislation  to  people  on  public  assistance.  On 
Friday,  December  8,  during  intervals  between 
workshops,  a  great  many  delegates  discussed 
what  could  be  done  to  protect  the  gutting  of 
so  many  of  the  forward-looking  provisions 
that  had  been  incorporated  into  the  Senate 
bill.  A  spontaneous  groundswell  of  protest 
prompted  the  four  individuals  listed  below 
to  call  a  meeting  that  afternoon,  after  the  of- 
ficial conference  sessions  had  ended,  to  con- 
sider what  action  might  be  taken.  Five 
hundred  individuals  appeared  in  the  Pal- 
ladium Room  at  the  Shoreham  Hotel  at  five 
pjn.  to  express  their  concern.  Many  of  those 
were  on  their  way  home  that  night  and  will 
be  getting  in  touch  with  their  Senators  and 
Representatives  from  there. 

One  of  the  actions  agreed  to  was  that  a 
petition  be  circulated  among  the  delegates 
at  the  final  session  of  the  conference  on 
Saturday,  December  9.  The  petition  language 
and  names  of  the  signatories  accompany  this 
letter.  The  227  signatures  from  29  states  and 
the  District  of  Columbia  and  the  Virgin 
Islands  represent  largely  persons  who  are 
directly  concerned  with  the  application  of 
welfare  programs  in  their  communities  and 
who  therefore  are  keenly  aware  of  the  prob- 
lems that  the  drastic  deletions  by  the  Con- 
ference Committee  will  Impose. 

We  hope  you  will  take  full  cognizance  of 
the  deep  concern  expressed  in  this  spon- 
taneous gesture,  unorganized  though  it  may 
be,  as  you  consider  further  how  you  will 
vote  on  the  Conference  Report  on  HJ£.  12080. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Mrs.  Phillip  Thorson. 
Geraldine  Arontn. 
Charles  Lansberry,  Jr. 
Iris  Gordon. 

Committee  of  Concerned  Citizens — Petition 
Signed  at  Shoreham  Hotel,  Washington, 
D.C,  Saturday,  December  9,  1967 
We,  the  undersigned — a  group  of  concerned 
individuals — do  hereby  register  our  protest 
against  the  decision  made  by  the  House- 
Senate   Conference   Committee   which  de- 
stroyed the  positive  results  of  the  Senate 
sponsored  amendments  to  HR  12080. 

We  believe  that  the  Senate  proposal  re- 
quiring welfare  aid  be  given  to  families  of 
unemployed  fathers  living  at  home,  exempt- 
ing work  training  programs  for  mothers  of 
small  children,  adding  to  the  benefits  for 
Medicaid,  providing  for  subsidy  of  work  pro- 
grams, and  especially  eliminating  the  freeze 
on  the  number  of  children  receiving  aid, 
plus  other  constructive  amendments,  are 
sound  and  beneficial  to  the  basic  public 
welfare  system. 

We  believe  that  by  deleting  these  Senate 
amendments  not  only  will  the  welfare  pro- 
gram be  severely  affected,  but  so  will  all 
other  programs  that  have  been  established 
to  combat  poverty. 

California:    John  P.   Florey,  Elizabeth 

Ma..  Late  hie; 
Delaware:  Irene  K.  Simpler,  John  Beren- 

guer.  Dorm  E.  Jannel; 
Florida:  Barbara  S.  McCubbin,  Margaret 

H.  Jack; 
Georgia:  Charlou  Seegar; 
Hawaii:  M.  G.  Fox; 


December  15,  1967 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


Illinois:  Isabel  B.  Waddy,  Frank  G. 
Blumb,  William  H.  Waddy,  Bob  Mond- 
lock,  Joan  Mondlock,  William  H.  Rob- 
erson,  Vivian  O'Malley,  Elease  I.  Reed, 
Ann  Simons,  Wm.  H.  Robinson, 
Thomas  D.  Hunt,  Winnona  Carter, 
Vivian  Sasin,  David  L.  Daniel; 

Kansas:  Ruth  Casey,  Miriam  P.  Harper, 
Joyce  E.  Reed,  Harriet  Burroughs,  Eliz- 
abeth Lovgood; 

Maine:  Beatrice  M.  Chapman; 

Maryland :  Geraldine  Aronin,  Linda  Mil- 
lison,  Nathan  Miller,  Bette  Stein, 
George  E.  McDowell,  Marit  Thorson, 
Delores  B.  Ruffln,  Elizabeth  A.  Riley, 
MDton  Wittman,  Walter  R.  Dean,  Jr., 
Charles  Lansberry,  Jr.,  John  O.  Isaac, 
Virgil  Hampton,  Wayne  D.  Swartz, 
E.  Wheeler,  Robert  Lansdall,  Raleigh 
C.  Hobson,  Pelton  Gogau,  Margaret 
Woodward,  Louise  Rainer,  Barbara  U. 
Mikushi,  Gracie  E.  Goode,  Monk  S. 
Harvey,  William  E.  Harvey,  Lloyd  A. 
Anderson,  Robert  H.  Cohen,  Jennie 
M.  Jenkins,  Inge  Barron,  Edmond  D. 
Jones,  Freddie  L.  Jones; 

Massachusetts:  Daniel  I.  Cronin,  Ger- 
trude P.  Feder,  Ernestine  R.  Friend; 

Michigan:  Michael  Mahow; 

Minnesota:  Mary  Ann  Banas,  Joe 
Brewins,  Joe  Gaertner,  Mrs.  J.  G.  Scott, 
Raymond  T.  Brien,  Richard  H.  Giberla, 
John  Fjelstul,  Eb  Lipschultz,  Joyce 
Luoma,  Frank  J.  Widerski,  Mrs.  F. 
Widerski,  Don  Fisher,  Eugene  Powell, 
Gordon  W.  Burpe,  Vera©  Follepar, 
Mays  Newhouse; 

Missouri:  Martha  Hughes,  Judith  L. 
Dubbs,  Robert  W.  Chester,  Ralph  E. 
Pumphrey,  Robert  Lawyer; 

Nebraska:  C.  A.  Paterson; 

Nevada:  Markin  S.  Sonju,  Mark  Brand; 

New  Hampshire:  Kathleen  Neerlle,  Bar- 
bara Hanus,  Elmer  C.  Rudey; 

New  Jersey:  Arleen  Kenney,  Wilbur  F. 
Pick,  M.  L.  Cornease,  Rose  C.  Thomas, 
Wynetta  Bryant,  Connie  Brady; 

New  Mexico:  John  G.  Jasper; 

New  York  City:  Elizabeth  Wickenden, 
Gwendolyn  Nurse,  Myrtle  M.  Joseph, 
Elizabeth  Twilley,  Virginia  P.  Hyde, 
Minerva  Critchlow,  Madlyn  Screiber, 
W.  Budd  Dorpet,  Gusta  Stuger,  Judith 
Mendell,  Martin  Silberstein,  Jane 
Saltzman,  Totaro  Okada,  V.  Demby, 
Elizabeth  Bayroad,  Josephine  Ryan, 
Edith  S.  Baxter; 

New  York:  Katherine  M.  Ahearn,  Jan- 
nette  S.  Force,  Ruby  Lowmer,  Florence 
Gitten,  Catherine  M.  Manning,  Huldah 
Marsh,  Mary  Millicent  Hopkins,  Myrtle 
B.  Horrington,  Natalie  Wiley  Brown, 
Lucy  K.  Longhart,  Marguerite  Freval, 
Frieda  Luck,  Elton  H.  Golden,  Louise 
Nelson; 

North  Carolina:  Annie  May  Pemberton, 
Myra  F.  Milchman,  Frances  B.  Long, 
Augusta  M.  Cooper,  Rebecca  Peebles, 
Virginia  Pfohl,  Margaret  M.  Stirk,  Mrs. 
Thelma  Doby,  Katherine  Barrier,  Pa- 
tricia Hill,  Josie  M.  Pittman; 

North  Dakota:  Barbara  Stein,  Mrs.  W. 
R.  Hovell,  Henry  Stimsodt,  Miss  Nora 
Johnson,  Estelle  I.  Krick; 

Ohio:  Elizabeth  Tuttle,  Esabelle  A.  Had- 
ley,  Hilda  K.  Gilbert,  Arnett  Wright, 
Judy  Fanning,  Marian  Ramsay,  Bob 
Moor; 

Pennsylvania:  Thomas  Gallagher,  Sam- 
uel C.  Freson,  Joseph  I.  Nicholson, 
Helen,  Abbatico,  Jean  E.  Moore,  Shir- 
ley D.  LeBlanc,  Elizabeth  Welton,  Pa- 
tricia Tomllnson,  Deane  Crongard; 

Rhode  Island:  Amity  E.  Rein,  -John  J. 
Affleru,  Phimer  Gottschalk; 

South  Dakota:  Carol  E.  Anderson; 

Utah:  Melvin  Pobanz,  Olga  E.  Balltf; 

Virginia:  Richard  E.  Morrison,  Ann  Em- 
mon,  Betty  J.  Wright,  Bernice  Am- 
spohn,  Clara  M.  Stirk,  Pauline  A. 
Rogers; 


West  Virginia:  Gene  Ann  Snyder,  Ann  B. 
Sullivan,  Dorothy  Allen,  Elizabeth 
Sharkey; 

Wisconsin :  John  S.  Patten,  Esther  Frolat, 
W.  E.  Kurtz,-  Max  Wald,  Helen  de 
Bardeleben,  Helen  MacDonald. 

District  of  Columbia:  Elizabeth  Long, 
B.  A.  Mclntos,  Marjorie  M.  Farley, 
Linda  D.  Lovell,  Harriet  Gruger,  Bea- 
trice L.  Garrett,  Edna  H.  Hughes, 
George  Sitgraves,  Myrtle  Wolf,  Inabel 
B.  Lindsay,  Alan  Ane  Taussend,  Vic- 
toria C.  Sims,  Richard  Ackerman,  Anna 
W.  Schneider; 

Virgin  Islands:  Helen  C.  Owens,  Joy- 
celyn  Excarxacion; 

Unidentified  by  State :  Zigmund  Gabruk, 
Irene  H.  Jacobson,  Judith  A.  Evelancy, 
Patricia  Milligan,  Lisa  Gooden,  Kath- 
erine Sullivan,  John  Barnett,  W.  How- 
ard, D.  A.  Thomas,  Howard  Kaplan, 
Grace  Hechlenard,  Mary  A.  Craig,  Mar- 
garet D.  Ward,  Eugene  Leyellotto,  Mary 
Chance,  Audry  Pittman,  I.  S.  Longuh, 
Isabelle  Axenfeld,  Ruth  C.  Argento, 
Alicetine  K.  Bell. 

Dear  Mr.  Mondale:  Our  choice  for  the 
Senate. 

A  funny  thing  happened  to  the  new  Social 
Security  bill  from  the  Senate  to  the  House. 

This  bill  was  not  even  recognizable  after 
the  mutilizing  the  House  gave  it. 

I  am  sure  I  am  speaking  for  all  the  Senior 
Citizens  in  your  home  State  when  I  ask  you 
for  help  on  this  very  important  bill  to  us. 

C.  J.  Obert. 

Minneapolis,  Minn. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 
OF  1967— CONFERENCE  REPORT— 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREE- 
MENT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  vote  on  the 
conference  report  tomorrow  morning, 
instead  of  taking  place  at  11  a.m.,  take 
place  at  11:30  a.m.,  because  of  commit- 
ments some  Senators  have  made  for 
10:45  a.m.,  which  they  cannot  cancel. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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CONSIDERATION  OF  CONFERENCE 
REPORT  ON  SOCIAL  SECURITY 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  a  story- 
Is  told  about  the  great  lexicographer 
Noah  Webster  in  which  it  is  said  that 
his  wife  caught  him  kissing  the  cook  in 
the  hall;  and  his  wife  said,  "Noah,  I  am 
surprised." 

He  said,  "No,  I  am  the  one  who  is 
surprised.  You  are  amazed." 

I  was  surprised  yesterday,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, when  I  was  at  a  meeting  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Interior,  participating 
in  hearings  on  nominations  to  the 
Indian  Claims  Commission,  and  intro- 
ducing a  distinguished  constituent  of 
the  majority  leader  and  mine,  from 
Montana,  to  be  a  member  Of  that  Com- 
mission. 

I  thought  I  had  informed  the  leader- 
ship that  I  desired  to  speak  in  some 
detail  on  the  conference  report  on  the 
social  security  amendments  before  ac- 
tion was  taken.  I  was  amazed  this  morn- 
ing to  read  in  the  Congressional  Rec- 
ord how  the  conference  report  came  up 
yesterday,  and  I  was  amazed  by  some  of 
the  statements  that  were  made — espe- 
cially those  made  by  the  junior  Senator 


from  Louisiana,  who  is  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Finance,  and  who  was 
the  floor  manager  in  behalf  of  the  re- 
port. 

I  am  delighted  that  both  the  majority 
leader  and  the  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia are  in  the  Chamber  this  morning. 

I  read  in  the  discussion,  after  the  con- 
ference report  was  taken  up  about  9:30 
yesterday  and  voted  upon,  and  a  motion 
to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table,  that 
the  majority  leader  came  to  the  Chamber 
and  suggested  that  perhaps  a  motion  to 
reconsider  would  have  to  be  made.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  said  that  he 
would  not  agree  to  a  motion  to  recon- 
sider, unless  a  day  and  an  hour  certain 
were  set  for  a  vote  on  the  report.  He 
then  continued: 

I  have  done  a  lot  of  filibustering  in  my 
day. 

That  certainly  is  a  true  statement 
from  the  Senator  from  Louisiana.  He 
then  said: 

If  you  have  a  filibuster  on  your  hands,  you 
had  better  break  It  if  you  can.  One  way  to 
break  a  filibuster  is  to  vote  when  you  have 
a  chance  to  vote. 

I  said  yesterday,  Mr.  President — and  I 
repeat  today — that  I  was  on  the  floor 
when  the  conference  report  was  called 
up.  I  listened  patiently  and  courteously 
as  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska,  and  other  Senators  laid  the 
case  before  the  Senate  in  behalf  of  the 
conference  report.  The  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Harris]  sought  and  ob- 
tained the  floor,  and  I  listened  to  him. 

Then  I  walked  over  to  the  first  seat 
in  the  front  row  on  the  Democratic  side 
of  the  aisle,  where  the  majority  leader 
sits,  and  which  he  relinquishes  to  any- 
one managing  a  bill,  and  I  spoke  to  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore].  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  was  long  gone. 
I  told  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  that 
I  was  prepared  to  make  a  speech  in  de- 
tail for  "as  long  as  he  desired  to  keep  the 
Senate  in  session  that  night. 

I  spoke  to  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia,  who  was  sitting  alongside  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee,  and  said  that 
I  was  prepared  to  commence  speaking 
and  that  I  was  prepared  to  speak  in  some 
detail  that  night,  but  that  I  wanted  to 
speak  on  the  bill  before  it  was  brought 
up.  I  did  not  want  to  participate  in  a 
filibuster.  I  only  wanted  to  present  what 
I  felt  was  a  very  important  matter  to 
my  colleagues  in  the  Senate. 

I  then  told  the  senior  Senator  from 
Tennessee  and  the  junior  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  that  I  had  planned  to 
stand  by,  to  come  in  at  9  o'clock  the 
following  morning  and  call  the  Senate  to 
order,  if  the  President  pro  tempore  was 
not  here.  Yesterday  morning  I  was  called, 
and  it  was  suggested  that  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Presi- 
dent pro  tempore,  was  here  and  that 
it  would  not  be  necessary  for  me  to 
come  to  the  Chamber.  So  I  said  I  would 
then  be  able  to  go  to  my  committee  meet- 
ing at  9:30.  And  I  thought  I  had  ar- 
ranged that  I  would  be  called  whenever 
it  was  necessary  for  me  to  speak  on  the 
bill. 

So  I  was  surprised  and  amazed  when 
I  read  that  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 


was  talking  about  a  filibuster  and  talking 
about  breaking  the  filibuster.  In  the 
peculiar  lexicon  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  apparently  a  filibuster  is  any 
speech  in  opposition  to  the  position  he 
takes.  I  certainly  shall  be  prepared  to 
understand  his  attitude  in  the  future. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  may  I  say 
that  I  share  the  Senator's  amazement  at 
what  took  place  yesterday  morning.  I 
am  fully  aware  of  the  requirements  of 
rule  XIX,  section  2,  of  the  Senate,  so 
I  shall  say  nothing  more,  I  am  not  only 
amazed,  but  also  disappointed.  I  do  hope 
that  kind  of  behavior  will  not  be  seen 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  again  for 
many  a  long  year. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  yielding. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  bring 
this  matter  up  again  merely  to  set  the 
Record  straight  that  as  far  as  the  junior 
Senator  from  Montana  is  concerned  he 
was  not  going  to  filibuster.  As  far  as  the 
junior  Senator  from  Montana  was  con- 
cerned he  thought  he  had  an  arrange- 
ment with  the  manager  handling  the  bill, 
and  he  thought  he  had  an  arrangement 
with  the  leadership,  represented  by  the 
deputy  leader,  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia.  Whether  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings]  was  on  the 
floor  or  not,  or  whether  representatives 
of  what  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  calls 
a  filibuster  position  were  on  the  floor,  I 
expected  to  be  shown  to  me  the  kind  of 
courtesy  and  consideration  that  has  been 
shown  to  Senators  and  Members  of  Con- 
gress ever  since  I  have  been  in  Congress 
these  many  years.  I  expected  a  quorum 
call  or  some  suggestion  that  I  be  called 
to  come  to  the  Chamber  to  make  the 
speech  I  was  prepared  to  make  and  did 
make  later  yesterday. 

I  have  no  quarrel  about  setting  a  time 
certain  and  I  have  no  quarrel  about  vot- 
ing today.  I  only  have  a  quarrel  about 
statements  made  by  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  trying  to  overcome  some  oppo- 
sition and  cut  off  debate  on  an  important 
and  significant  piece  of  legislation.  I  say 
this  today  and  reiterate  my  position  be- 
cause I  want  the  Record  completely 
straight  and  because  I  feel  some  state- 
ments made  by  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana yesterday  were  erroneous. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I 
may  be  permitted  to  proceed  for  5  min- 
utes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  do  not  rise  to  take  umbrage  in 
any  way  with  what  has  been  said.  I  have 
no  reason  to  feel  that  the  junior  Senator 
from  Montana  has  in  any  way  been  un- 
justly critical  of  me  in  his  remarks  this 
morning. 

I  said  yesterday  about  all  that  I  think 
I  could  say  which  would  contribute  to 
the  clarification  of  the  incident  which 
took  place  yesterday  morning. 

The  junior  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Metcalf]  is  the  only  Senator,  as 
far  as  I  can  recall,  who  personally  indi- 
cated to  me  that  it  was  his  intention  to 
speak  on  the  conference  report.  I  do  not 
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think  my  recollection  is  in  error.  How- 
ever, my  memory  is  not  infallible  and  it 
could  be  in  error,  but  I  do  not  think  It  is. 
The  Record  is  here,  if  I  am  in  error.  Any 
Senator  who  may  have  discussed  the 
matter  with  me  and  indicated  he  had  a 
speech  to  make  can  clarify  the  Rec- 
ord. 

I  was  aware  prior  to  yesterday  morn- 
ing of  the  general  situation  that  a  num- 
ber of  Senators  wished  to  speak  in  op- 
position to  the  conference  report.  I  think 
every  Member  of  the  Senate  was  aware 
of  that.  I  do  not  think  one  could  help 
but  be  aware  of  that,  even  if  his  only 
source  was  the  newspaper  reports. 

But  as  far  as  I  can  recall,  again  I  say 
the  junior  Senator  from  Montana  was 
the  only  Senator  representing  the  group 
which  opposed  the  adoption  of  the  con- 
ference report  who  came  to  me  person- 
ally and  made  reference  to  the  fact  he 
had  a  speech  to  make.  The  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Metcalf]  has  correctly 
reiterated  the  events  of  that  discussion 
when  he  said  he  spoke  to  the  senior 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  on 
the  evening  before  yesterday  at  the  desk 
which  is  now  occupied  by  the  able  ma- 
jority leader. 

I  was  at  that  desk  on  that  late  evening 
and  I  overhead  the  conversation  between 
the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Met- 
calf] and  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Gore]. 

I  was  brought  into  the  discussion.  The 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Metcalf] 
indicated  he  had  a  speech  that  could  be 
either  a  short  speech  or  a  long  speech 
and  that  he  could  make  it  that  evening 
or  the  next  day.  It  was  agreed  he  would 
not  make  it  that  evening,  and  that  it 
would  be  made  the  next  day. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Metcalf]  spoke  a  few  minutes  ago  of  "an 
arrangement"  with  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia.  I  have  reiterated  the  only 
arrangement  there  was  between  the  Sen- 
ator from  Montana  IMr.  Metcalf]  and 
me. 

I  do  not  think  I  specifically  committed 
myself,  and  I  do  not  think  the  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Metcalf]  asked  me 
to  commit  myself,  to  get  in  touch  with 
him  the  next  day  to  see  that  he  was  here 
to  make  the  speech. 

I  do  not  think  there  was  any  arrange- 
ment, beyond  that  of  an  understanding 
that  he  would  make  a  speech  the  next 
day. 

I  believe  I  am  correct  in  that  state- 
ment. Am  I  correct? 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia,  as  far  as  the 
junior  Senator  from  Montana  was  con- 
cerned, was  occupying  the  position  of 
majority  leader. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Yes. 

Mr.  METCALF.  It  had  been  the  idea  of 
the  junior  Senator  from  Montana,  and 
he  had  been  told  by  the  majority  leader, 
my  colleague  from  Montana,  that  he 
wanted  the  Senate  to  run  until  8  o'clock; 
and  in  discussing  the  matter  with  the 
junior  Senator  from  West  Virginia,  who 
is  the  acting  majority  leader,  I  told  him 
I  was  prepared  to  acquiesce  in  the  wishes 
of  the  leadership. 


Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, may  we  have  order  in  the  Senate? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  was  speaking  both  to 
the  Senator  handling  the  bill,  the  Sena- 
tor from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  and  to 
the  acting  majority  leader,  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia. 

I  did  not  know  we  had  to  nail  these 
agreements  down.  I  felt  that  by  ac- 
quainting the  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia with  my  desire  to  speak  on  the  bill, 
I  would  be  protected  from  such  action 
as  was  taken  at  9:30  yesterday  morning 
when,  relying  upon  what  I  felt  was  an  ar- 
rangement made,  I  went  to  a  committee 
meeting  and  participated  in  a  committee 
hearing  concerning  a  valued  constituent. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, perhaps  the  junior  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Metcalf]  had  good  reason 
to  feel  that  he  would  be  called  from  the 
committee  and  protected  in  that  way.  In- 
sofar as  I  am  concerned,  the  only  "ar- 
rangement" was  an  understanding  which 
was  conveyed  to  me  by  the  junior  Senator 
from  Montana  that  he  did  wish  to  speak 
on  the  next  day. 

I  made  no  promise  at  that  time  that  I 
would  contact  him.  I  made  no  commit- 
ment, nor  was  I  asked  to  do  so,  that  I 
would  get  in  touch  with  him.  But  this 
was  no  indication  of  any  design,  on  my 
part,  to  intentionally  deprive  the  Senator 
of  a  chance  to  speak.  I  merely  had  the 
understanding  he  would  speak. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator' yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Montana  did  not  require  a 
commitment.  All  the  Senator  from  Mon- 
tana wanted  from  the  acting  majority 
leader  was  the  conduct  of  the  business  in 
the  Senate  so  that  he  would  not  move  to 
lay  a  motion  to  reconsider  on  the  table, 
so  that  it  would  be  impossible  for  the 
Senator  from  Montana  to  speak  on  the 
bill  as  originally  planned. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, from  the  viewpoint  of  the  junior 
Senator  from  Montana  I  can  understand 
his  feeling  that  business  would  be  con- 
ducted in  that  way.  He  has  a  right  to 
that  viewpoint,  and  I  would  probably 
feel  as  he  does,  were  I  in  his  shoes.  He 
has  stated  that  he  required  no  commit- 
ment from  the  junior  Senator  from  West 
Virginia.  The  junior  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  acted  in  all  good  faith  through- 
out the  entire  proceedings.  I  did  not 
have  any  conversation  with  the  junior 
Senator  from  Louisiana  on  yesterday 
morning  prior  to  his  motions. 

I  was  asked  by  the  majority  leader, 
when  he  was  required  to  leave  the  floor, 
to  close  morning  business  as  rapidly  as 
possible  and  to  lay  down  the  unfinished 
business  which  was  the  conference  re- 
port on  social  security,  and  to  do  so  as 
soon  as  possible. 

When  the  majority  leader  left  the 
floor,  the  acting  majority  leader  came 
on  the  floor.  Morning  business  was  closed. 
When  the  deputy  majority  leader  is  on 
the  floor,  I  do  not  usually  make  mo- 
tions unless  he  is  occupied  with  other 
matters.  I  feel  that  it  is  my  responsi- 
bility to  surrender  the  floor  to  him. 

I  believe  at  that  time  that  he  made 


the  motion  to  lay  down  the  unfinished 

business.  I  am  not  sure  

Mr.  METCALF.  The  Record  speaks 
for  itself. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Yes. 
Events  then  developed  with  rapidity.  I 
want  to  emphasize  that  I  had  no  pre- 
vious conversation  with  the  deputy 
majority  leader.  Thus,  there  was  no  con- 
spiracy here.  There  had  been  no  intent 
between  the  two  of  us  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  to  shut  off  discussion  on  the 
part  of  those  who  opposed  the  conference 
report. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  clearly 
stated  his  point  of.  order  and  moved  to 
lay  the  conference  report  before  the  Sen- 
ate. 

The  clerk  audibly  and  clearly  reported 

it. 

Three  times  the  Chair  put  questions 
clearly,  concisely,  and  audibly.  I  did  not, 
on  the  spur  of  the  moment,  recall  the 
discussion  with  the  Senator  from  Mon- 
tana the  night  before.  The  motions  were 
made.  The  questions  were  put.  This  was 
done  all  in  the  space  of  about  one  and 
a  half  to  2  minutes.  I  was  somewhat  sur- 
prised myself  at  the  developments  which 
took  place  without  any  protest  from  any- 
one, without  any  suggestion  of  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum,  without  any  nega- 
tive vote  when  a  Senator  representing 
the  Senators  who  were  opposed  to  the 
conference  report's  adoption  was  in  the 
Chamber  and  in  his  seat. 

Thus,  I  thought  that  perhaps  some- 
thing had  developed  overnight  to  which 
I  was  not  privy  and  that  the  protesting 
Senators  were  not  going  to  carry  on  the 
fight.  I  had  no  reason  to  believe  other- 
wise. I  was  not  privy  to  any  conversa- 
tions which  went  on  between  the  group 
and  the  majority  leader  or  the  deputy 
majority  leader.  I  knew  nothing  about 
those  conversations.  The  only  conversa- 
tion I  had  was  with  the  junior  Senator 
from  Montana. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  made  a  motion  to 
table  the  motion  to  reconsider.  That  is  a 
routine  motion  around  here.  I  note  from 
the  Record  this  morning  that  both  "Mr. 
Byrd  of  West  Virginia  and  Dr.  Dirksen 
moved  to  lay  the  motion  on  the  table." 

I  did  not  make  that  motion  with  any 
desire  or  intent  to  deny  the  rights  of  any 
Senators  who  were  determined  to  carry 
on  the  debate.  I  can  only  say  that,  and  I 
hope  that  othef  Senators  will  accept  it  as 
a  statement  of  good  faith  and  sincerity  on 
my  part.  I  can  do  more  than  state  it.  I 
regret  that  this  unfortunate  development 
took  place.  I  know  of  nohing  that  I  can 
add,  except  to  say  that  since  January  10, 
1967,  during  the  year  that  I  have  served 
as  secretary  of  the  Democratic  confer- 
ence, I  have  been  on  the  floor  practically 
every  day.  I  have  been  on  the  floor  when 
the  Senate  convened.  I  have  been  on  the 
floor  when  the  Senate  adjourned.  I  have 
attempted  to  fulfill  every  commitment 
that  I  have  made  or  thought  I  made  to 
any  Senator. 

I  have  attempted  to  protect  the  rights 
of  every  Senator  who  came  to  me  and 
asked  that  he  be  protected.  I  have  called 
Senators  to  relay  information  to  them 
which  I  thought  they  should  have  and 
which  I  was  not  absolutely  sure  they  had 
requested  of  me,  but  which,  since  it  re- 
lated to  a  particular  subject  that  they 
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had  discussed  with  me,  I  thought  I  should 
relay  to  them,  and  that  I  had  an  obliga- 
tion to  do  so.  I  have  done  everything  I  can 
do  for  Senators.  I  have  called  them  in  the 
baths.  I  have  called  them  in  their  offices. 
I  have  sent  word  to  them  in  restaurants. 
I  have  delayed  rollcalls  for  Senators.  I 
have  done  everything  I  could  possibly  do 
to  assist  my  colleagues  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle  and,  many  times,  to  assist  my  col- 
league on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  has 
expired. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  5  addi- 
tional minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  am 
sorry  to  impose  upon  the  time  of  the 
Senate,  but  this  matter  has  been  of  a 
great  concern  to  me  as  it  has  to  any 
Senator  in  this  body  because,  in  a  man- 
ner, I  have  had  my  own  honesty  and  in- 
tegrity impugned — not  by  the  junior 
Senator  from  Montana,  of  course,  or  by 
the  senior  Senator  from  Pennsylvania— 
not  at  all. 

But  I  have  attempted  to  do  whatever 
I  could  to  protect  the  rights  of  all  Sen- 
ators, including  Senators  with  whom  I 
do  not  agree  on  a  particular  subject  at  a 
particular  time.  I  have  felt  it  my  respon- 
sibility, as  acting  majority  leader  at 
times,  to  do  what  I  could,  in  every  in- 
stance, for  every  Senator,  regardless  of 
a  Senator's  philosophy  or  viewpoint. 

The  events  of  yesterday  morning  were 
no  exception  to  the  case  insofar  as  I 
personally  am  concerned. 

I  cannot  speak  for  the  deputy  majority 
leader.  He  is  not  here  to  speak  for  him- 
self. I  try  to  impute  to  every  Senator  that 
honor  and  integrity  which  I  think  should 
be  the  qualities  of  every  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  I  rose  yesterday  only 
because  I  thought  the  entire  leadership 
was  being  questioned,  and  I  am  part  of 
that  leadership. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long]  was  being  attacked,  and  I  sought 
to  defend  him  in  his  necessary  absence 
from  the  floor. 

I  trust  there  will  be  no  further  discus- 
sion of  this  matter.  I  do  not  care  to  par- 
ticipate any  further  in  it.  But,  again,  I 
say  that  I  am  sorry  that  this  unfortunate 
event  occurred. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  want  to  say  this:  I  do 
not  know  about  the  facts,  but  I  doubt 
that  anyone  intended  to  try  to  impugn 
the  integrity  and  the  honesty  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia.  I  hope  that  they 
did  not.  I  know  that  they  were  not  suc- 
cessful, because  we  all  know  of  the  very 
high  character  and  honor  of  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia,  and  I  think  that 
knowledge  is  shared  by  all  of  us. 

I  just  cannot  believe  that  anyone  would 
try  to  impugn  the  Senator's  integrity.  So 
perhaps  he  is  mistaken  in  thinking  that. 
Anyway,  it  was  not  successful,  because  it 
could  not  be  successful. 

I  appreciate  the  sentiments  toward  the 
Senator  from  Montana  whom  I  appreci- 
ate very  much  as  a  fellow  Senator  whom 


I  admire.  He  made  a  very  sincere  state- 
ment on  that. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  thank  the  Senator  from  Missis- 
sippi. 

Again  I  say,  I  do  not  think  any  Sen- 
ator on  the  floor  has  attempted  to  im- 
pugn, my  integrity  today,  but  I  think  a 
reading  of  the  Record  will  show  that 
some  doubt  was  cast  yesterday  by  a  Sen- 
ator upon  the  integrity  of  the  leader- 
ship, and  statements  were  made  about 
the  integrity  and  honesty  of  Senators  and 
about  decency,  and  so  forth,  and  so  forth. 
The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mans- 
field] was  clearly  excluded,  so  that  his 
integrity  was  not  impugned.  By  impli- 
cation, it  could  be  inferred  that  my  in- 
tegrity, as  a  Senator  who  is  the  junior 
member  of  the  leadership,  was  being 
questioned. 

The  question  which  I  asked  yesterday 
of  that  Senator — with  whom  I  had  had 
no  previous  discussion  or  understanding 
and  to  whom  I  had  no  commitment — as 
to  whether  he  was  accusing  me  of  deceit, 
was  never  answered. 

Thus,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  am 
sure  that  the  Record  is  absolutely  clear 
on  the  point  as  to  whether  the  integrity 
of  members  of  the  leadership  was 
impugned. 

Nevertheless,  the  record  of  one's  own 
good  intentions  and  one's  own  heart 
and  conscience  is  clear  to  each  individ- 
ual, and  that  is  as  far  as  he  can  go. 

I  have  done  the  best  I  could.  I  do  not 
feel  that  I  owe  any  apology  to  anyone, 
and  I  make  none,  and  I  am  sorry  that 
I  did  not  call  the  Senator  from  Montana. 
I  am  sorry  that  I  tabled  the  motion,  now, 
because  as  I  reflect  back  and  as  I  hear 
the  expressions  of  the  Senator  from 
Montana,  I  can  understand  that,  on  the 
basis  of  his  discussion  with  me  on  the 
evening  before  yesterday,  he,  I  think, 
would  rightly  expect  me  not  to  table  the 
motion  and  to  somehow  protect  him.  But 
as  far  as  the  information  which  was 
available  to  me  is  concerned  yesterday 
morning,  perhaps  the  Senator  from 
Montana,  had  he  stood  in  my  place, 
would  have  acted  as  I  did. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  moment?  I  do  not 
want  to  belabor  this. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Yes;  I 
yield. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  2 
additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  only 
regret  that  the  Senator  from  West^Vir- 
ginia  was  not  as  solicitous  in  the  dis- 
cussion he  had  with  the  Senator  from 
Montana  as  he  has  described  the  solici- 
tude he  has  exercised  over  the  year  that 
he  has  occupied  the  position  of  assist- 
ant majority  leader;  and  I  hope  that  in 
the  future  a  Senator  will  not  have  to 
have  a  watch  on  the  floor  to  protect  his 
rights  when  he  is  attending  to  other 
business  on  committee;  and  I  hope  in 
the  future,  when  a  Senator  speaks  to  one 
of  the  leadership  and  speaks  to  one  of 
the  Senators  in  charge  of  a  bill,  that 


will  be  sufficient  warning  that  the  Sen- 
ator wants  to  speak  on  the  bill  before 
any  formal  action  is  taken  and  that  ac- 
tions such  as  took  place  yesterday  will 
not  again  occur. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  hope,  as  far  as  my  intentions  were 
concerned,  I  was  as  solicitous  yesterday 
morning  of  the  interests  of  the  junior 
Senator  from  Montana  as  I  have  been 
throughout  the  year  of  all  Senators. 

I  can  only  express  the  hope  that  the 
leadership  will,  in  accordance  with  the 
wishes  of  the  junior  Senator  from  Mon- 
tana, next  year  do  whatever  it  can  at  all 
times  to  protect  the  interests  of  all  Sen- 
ators. That  has  been  my  intention 
throughout  this  year,  and  it  will  be  next 
year.  And  I  also  hope  Senators  will  be  on 
the  floor  to  protect  their  own  rights  as 
far  as  they  can.  They  all  know  when  the 
Senate  convenes.  They  all  know  the  rules 
of  the  Senate.  I  think  every  Senator  has 
a  little  bit  of  responsibility  to  act  in  his 
own  interests  and  to  protect  his  own 
rights. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  an  excerpt  from 
the  Congressional  Record  of  yesterday 
showing  the  sequence  of  events  when  the 
conference  report  was  brought  before  the 
Senate. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
from  the  Record  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Social  Security  Amendments  op  1967 — 
Conference  Report 

Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President,  a 
point  of  order.  Under  the  rules,  does  the  con- 
ference report  on  HJl.  12080  automatically 
come  down  at  this  point,  or  must  I  make  a 
motion? 

The  Presiding  Officer.  Not  until  after  2 
hours  have  expired  following  the  convening 
of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  conference  report  on  H.R. 
12080  be  laid  before  the  Senate. 

The  Presiding  Officer.  The  clerk  will  state 

it. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R.  12080) 
to  amend  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide 
an  increase  in  benefits  under  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system,  to 
provide  benefits  for  additional  categories  of 
individuals,  to  improve  the  public  assistance 
program  and  programs  relating  to  the  welfare 
and  health  of  children,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The  Presiding  Officer.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  Presiding  Officer.  The  question  now 
is  on  adoption  of  the  conference  report. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana.  I  move  that  the  vota 
by  which  the  conference  report  was  agreed 
to  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  Byrd  of  West  Virginia  and  Mr.  Dirksen 
moved  to  lay  the  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  hope  that  this  matter  would  be 
buried  and  forgotten  and  not  remem- 
bered. We  are  all  subject  to  not  thinking 
things  through,  to  moving  accidentally, 
and  we  are  all,  in  some  form  or  another, 
involved  in  incidents  now  and  then.  So 
I  would  hope  that  this  matter  would  be 
put  to  sleep  and  not  resurrected  any 
more,  because  there  is  nothing  to  be 
gained  by  carrying  on  the  argument,  ex- 
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cept  to  create  more  friction  and  abrasive- 
ness  among  Members  of  the  Senate,  and 
it  is  too  late  in  the  year  to  get  caught 
in  a  bind  of  that  nature. 

As  far  as  the  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia is  concerned,  there  is  no  man  in 
this  body  who  is  more  sincere,  more  hon- 
est, more  hard  working.  He  has  been  a 
tower  of  strength  to  me  as  far  as  the 
leadership  is  concerned,  and  when  I  have 
left  the  floor  and  asked  him  to  carry 
out  certain  instructions,  he  has  done  so 
unfailingly  and  willingly  and  at  great 
sacrifice  to  himself. 

So  I  commend  him  for  what  he  has 
done,  and  I  hope  in  the  year  ahead  our 
relationship  will  be  just  as  close,  and 
even  closer  than  it  has  been  this  year. 
But,  Mr.  President,  I  think  we  have  spent 
too  much  time  on  this  incident — this  ac- 
cident. I  hope  it  will  be  buried,  and  buried 
permanently,  because  there  is  nothing  to 
be  gained  by  raising  it  time  again  and 
again  and  again. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 
OF  1967— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  unfinished  business. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  Re- 
port of  the  committee  on  conference  on 
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the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  provide  an  increase  in 
benefits  under  the  old-age,  survivors,  and 
disability  insurance  system,  to  provide 
benefits  for  additional  categories  of  in- 
dividuals, to  Improve  the  public  assist- 
ance program  and  programs  relating  to 
the  welfare  and  health  of  children,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
resumed  the  consideration  of  the  report. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President,  the 
social  security  bill  clearly  is  one  of  the 
most  Important  pieces  of  legislation  to 
come  before  the  Congress  this  year.  It 
has  undergone  intensive  study  in  both 
Houses,  and  a  compromise  measure  has 
resulted. 

The  two  major  features  of  this  bill  that 
concern  me  are  the  increased  benefits 
for  the  elderly  and  disabled  and  the  pro- 
visions on  Federal  welfare  payments. 

The  benefits  sections  are  of  vital  and 
immediate  importance  to  nearly  24  mil- 
lion citizens.  The  bill  provides  that  they 
receive  a  13-percent  increase  in  monthly 
benefits  with  a  minimum  payment  of  $55 
a  month.  All  together,  this  amounts  to 
$3.6  billion  in  additional  benefits  to  our 
elderly  citizens. 

There  can  be  no  quarrel  with  this 
benefits  program.  An  increase  in  social 
security  payments  is  long  overdue  and 
should  be  approved. 

The  Federal  welfare  payments  are  an- 
other story.  The  bill  would  impose  severe 
restrictions.  It  would  limit  the  amount 
of  aid  to  families  with  dependent  chil- 
dren and,  in  fact,  freeze  such  payments 
as  of  January  1,  1968.  It  also  would  re- 
quire job  training  for  recipients  of  such 
aid. 

The  matter  of  welfare  is  a  problem 
not  easily  solved  at  any  level  of  gov- 
ernment. It  has  great  social  and  eco- 
nomic consequences  in  the  States  and 
the  cities.  They  undoubtedly  would  be 
required  to  assume  a  considerable  finan- 
cial burden  on  very  short  notice  if  the 
Federal  welfare  program  is  restricted. 

In  my  own  State,  the  Department  of 
Public  Welfare  has  estimated  that  the 
proposed  freeze  on  Federal  welfare  al- 
lotments would  cost  Maryland  several 
hundred  thousand  dollars  in  additional 
State  welfare  funds  in  the  next  fiscal 
year. 

In  addition,  the  bill  might  require 
Maryland  to  provide  day-care  centers 
for  the  80,000  children  who  now  receive 
welfare  grants  in  the  State.  This  would 
cost  another  $2.4  million  annually. 

I  am  sure  that  every  other  State,  and 
many  of  our  major  cities,  would  have 
similar  experiences. 

Without  now  getting  into  a  social  or 
philosophical  discussion  of  welfare  pro- 
grams, I  think  it  is  clear  that  Congress 


must  give  this  matter  much  more  careful 
consideration. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  the  Senate 
bill,  in  my  judgment,  took  a  humane  and 
intelligent  approach  to  the  problems  of 
the  poor  and  successfully  avoided  the 
pitfalls  of  the  overly  restrictive  and  par- 
simonious approach  adopted  by  the  other 
body. 

The  conference  report  with  which  we 
have  been  presented  bears  little  or  no 
resemblance  to  the  excellent  bill  which 
the  Senate  passed.  This  Is  not  a  com- 
promise bill;  it  is  a  cave-in  bill. 

Let  me  mention  a  few  of  the  more  im- 
portant issues  on  which  this  conference 
report  represents  what  seems  to  me  a 
tragic  retreat  from  a  sound  Senate  posi- 
tion. 

First,  the  level  of  social  security  bene- 
fits. The  Senate  approved  an  across-the- 
board  Increase  of  15  percent,  certainly 
no  more  than  is  justified  in  view  of  the 
price  squeeze  on  our  elderly  people.  The 
House  figure  was  12y2  percent.  The  con- 
ference figure  was  13  percent.  In  other 
words,  the  Senate  conferees  came  down 
four  times  as  much  as  the  House  con- 
ferees came  up.  That  is,  indeed,  a  strange 
way  to  reach  a  "compromise."  In  addi- 
tion, the  Senate  conferees  raised  the 
minimum  monthly  payment  to  $70;  the 
House  raised  it  to  $50.  The  conference 
figure  is  $55.  So  on  this  issue  the  Senate 
conferees  came  down  three  times  as 
much  as  the  House  conferees  came  up. 

Second,  the  freeze  on  aid  to  depend- 
ent children.  The  House  bill  contained 
an  iniquitous  provision  freezing  pay- 
ments under  the  aid  to  dependent  chil- 
dren program,  as  a  result  of  which  thou- 
sands of  children  all  over  the  country  will 
be  deprived  of  welfare  support.  We  were 
successful  in  the  Senate  in  stripping  this 
punitive  legislation  out  of  the  bill.  The 
conference  has  put  it  back  in,  with  only 
slight  modifications  which  do  not  really 
ameliorate  its  serious  effects. 

Third,  earning  exemptions.  The  Senate 
bill  had  provided  that  $50  a  month  of 
earnings  and  half  of  all  other  Income 
would  be  treated  as  exempt  In  computing 
the  amount  of  welfare  to  which  a  recip- 
ient is  entitled.  Under  the  House  bill  the 
exemption  was  limited  to  $30  a  month 
and  one-third  of  all  additional  income. 
The  Senate  receded  completely  on  these 
provisions. 

I  shall  not  describe  each  of  these  re- 
treats in  detail.  These  various  points 
have  been  fully  discussed  by  Sen- 
ators who  share  my  views;  and  I  com- 
pletely endorse  their  comments.  But  I 
should  like  to  comment  briefly  on  the 
procedure  under  which  this  conference 
report  comes  to  us. 

Simply  put,  we  are  being  confronted 
with  this  conference  report  on  a  take- 
it-or-leave-it  basis.  We  are  given  no 
option  to  try  to  improve  it.  We  are  given 
no  chance  to  send  it  back  to  conference 
with  directions  to  our  conferees  to  bar- 


gain a  little  harder  for  the  Senate's 
position.  We  are,  instead,  being  told  we 
must  vote  for  this  bill  or  risk  a  delay 
In  the  payment  of  the  increased  bene- 
fits which  it  authorizes. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  pretty  close  to 
legislative  blackmail,  and  I  do  not  in- 
tend to  be  a  party  to  it.  I  believe  it  is 
unconscionable  that  the  Senate  should 
be  placed  in  this  position.  Whatever  ac- 
tion the  Senate  takes,  whether  to  ap- 
prove or  disapprove  this  conference  re- 
port, we  shall  be  acting  under  procedures 
which  effectively  prevent  a  majority  of 
Senators,  who  I  am  sure  share  my  view, 
from  doing  the  one  thing  we  should  do — 
go  back  to  conference  and  bring  out  an 
improved  bill  for  adoption  by  both 
Houses. 

It  Is  therefore  a  hard  decision  as  to 
whether  to  vote  to  approve  this  confer- 
ence report  or  not;  but  I  have  concluded 
to  oppose  it — not  because  I  think  my 
views  will  prevail,  but  as  one  Senator 
at  least  protesting  against  what  is  being 
done  to  the  Members  of  the  Senate  who 
want  a  good  bill ;  and  what  is  being  done, 
too,  to  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
who  wants  a  good  bill  and  is  not  getting 
it. 

I  am  not  concerned,  and  I  do  not  mean 
to  be  threatened,  by  the  suggestion  that 
those  who  vote  against  this  conference 
report  are  signing  their  own  political 
death  warrants  because  we  might  be 
postponing  for  1  or  2  or  even  3  months 
the  payment  of  additional  benefits  to 
the  old  people  of  this  Nation. 

In  my  view,  the  sound  political  posi- 
tion is  this:  There  are  435  Members  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  no  one  of 
whom  dares  run  for  reelection  next  year 
without  an  increase  in  social  security 
benefits — and  it  should  be  an  increase 
far  higher  than  what  the  niggardly 
House  of  Representatives  and  its  lead- 
ership were  prepared  to  give. 

Thirty- three  Senators  are  running  for 
reelection  next  year;  and  not  one  of 
them  dares  run  for  reelection  without 
giving  the  older  people  of  our  country 
fairer  benefits  than  this  bill  provides. 

If  this  conference  report  is  rejected — 
and  I  hope  it  will  be — we  could  take  up 
the  matter  anew  next  year.  We  can  get 
a  good  bill.  The  Senate  conferees  can 
have  time  to  negotiate  fairly  and  prop- 
erly, and  not  be  under  the  gun  of  immi- 
nent adjournment. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  think  the  politics 
as  well  as  the  ethics  of  the  situation  call 
for  a  rejection  of  the  conference  report, 
and  I  mean  to  vote  against  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  proceed- 
ed to  call  the  roll. 
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Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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SOCIAL    SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 
OP  1967 — CONFERENCE  REPORT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  report  of  the  committee  of  con- 
ference on  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  amend 
the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  an 
increase  in  benefits  under  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  sys- 
tem, to  provide  benefits  for  additional 
categories  of  individuals,  to  improve  the 
public  assistance  program  and  programs 
relating  to  the  welfare  and  health  of 
children,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  express  my  full  support  and 
endorsement  of  a  solid  legislative 
achievement.  The  social  security  bill  now 
before  us  is  the  product  of  months  of 
hard  work  and  honest  effort.  It  is  a  good 
bill  which  will  put  billions  of  needed  dol- 
lars into  the  pockets  of  tens  of  millions 
of  older  Americans. 

Of  course,  you  cannot  please  everyone. 
There  are  those  who  are  perfectly  will- 
ing to  see  this  particular  "baby"  go  down 
the  drain  with  the  "bath  water."  I  am 
not  one  of  those  people.  There  is  ab- 
solutely no  reason  for  the  Senate  to 
deliberately  sacrifice  a  perfectly  sound 
legislative  proposal  simply  because  some- 
one in  the  Senate  could  not  have  every- 
thing he  wanted  in  the  bill.  I  have  been 
in  the  Congress  quite  a  few  years  and 
I  have  participated  in  a  good  number  of 
conferences.  As  most  Senators  know, 
working  out  a  conference  agreement  is 
no  different  from  politics  in  general — it 
is  the  art  of  the  possible  considering  the 
facts  of  life. 

We  were  confronted  head  on  with  those 
facts  of  life  by  the  House  conferees. 

Repeatedly,  we  were  reminded,  and  I 
must  say  not  without  reason,  of  the  need 
to  proceed  carefully  In  terms  of  the 
amounts  of  money  which  might  be 
poured  Into  the  economy,  as  well  as  the 
question  of  how  much  new  social  security 
taxes  could  be  Imposed.  All  of  this  was 


framed  against  the  background  of  prob- 
able consideration,  early  next  year,  of 
proposals  to  increase  income  taxes 
through  a  surtax  charge.  The  need  to 
economize  and  the  need  to  proceed  cau- 
tiously in  the  imposition  of  new  payroll 
taxes  were  weighed  against  the  need  to 
better  provide  for  our  older  population. 
In  my  opinion,  a  generous  and  good  bal- 
ance was  struck.  Consider  some  of  these 
facts: 

First,  social  security  beneficiaries  will 
receive  at  least  a  13-percent  cash  in- 
crease. Tn  absolute  dollars,  this  amounts 
to  the  greatest  single  increase  since  the 
inception  of  the  Social  Security  Act — 
$3.6  billion  in  the  first  full  year  of  opera- 
tion. 

Second,  the  minimum  cash  benefit  is 
increased  by  25  percent — from  $44  to  $55. 

Overall,  cash  benefits  are  increased  by 
more  than  14  percent.  Here  are  some 
more  facts  to  put  this  in  proper  perspec- 
tive: 

Assuming  we  adopt  the  conference  re- 
port, Congress  will  have  increased  social 
security  benefits  by  21  percent  since  1965. 
The  minimum  benefit  will  have  gone  up 
by  about  40  percent  since  1965. 

Not  only  that,  but  in  1965  we  enacted 
medicare,  which  added  the  equivalent  of 
about  another  $170  or  $175  a  year  for 
each  and  every  older  person  in  the  pro- 
gram. 

That  is  a  record  of  generous  response 
to  the  needs  of  the  elderly. 

I  suppose,  however,  that  no  matter 
what  we  do,  it  can  never  be  enough. 
There  are  other  programs  and  other 
needs  to  consider  when  we  legislate. 
There  are  other  valid  claims  on  the  Fed- 
eral tax  dollar;  and,  lest  we  forget,  there 
are  our  responsibilities  to  the  taxpayers 
who  would  ultimately  have  to  bear  the 
burden  of  any  openhanded,  open-ended 
generosity.  Let  us  face  it,  Mr.  President. 
I  think  most  of  us  recognize  that  the 
social  security  increases  in  this  bill  are 
substantial  and  will  certainly  improve 
the  financial  situation  of  about  24  mil- 
lion Americans.  I  just  cannot  see  how 
anyone  can  really  contend  that  a  $3.6 
billion  increased  payout  is  the  product 
of  a  miserly  Congress. 

WELFARE 

We  have  heard  a  lot  of  talk  about  cut- 
backs in  the  aid  for  dependent  children 
program.  The  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare's  estimates  in- 
dicate no  overall  reduction  in  Federal 
dollars  flowing  to  the  States  because  of 
the  so-called  freeze.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  estimated  expenditure  for  day  care 
services,  family  planning  services,  and 
work  training  will  inject  hundreds  of 
millions  of  additional  dollars  into  the 
aid  to  families  with  dependent  children 
program.  All  these  features  will  serve  to 
relieve  pressure  on  the  AFDC  limit.  Be- 
cause of  the  inclusion  of  these  work  and 
work  training  and  family  planning  pro- 
visions, HEW  changed  its  estimate  of  a 
cut  of  $18  million  in  AFDC  payments  re- 
sulting from  the  freeze,  to"nt>  reduction." 
We  are  not  cutting  back  or  shirking  our 
responsibilities  in  that  area.  We  are  try- 
ing as  best  we  know  how  to  refocus  our 
efforts.  We  are  dedicating  dollars  to  the 
proposition  that  work  and  work  training 
will  help  people  to  help  themselves.  This 
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bill  provides  the  means  and  mechanism 
to  help  the  poorest  of  the  poor,  through 
work,  to  feel,  at  the  least,  a  measure  of 
pride  and  self-respect,  and  at  best,  that 
some  pride  and  self-respect  coupled  with 
independence. 

Welfare  will  no  longer  leave  these 
people  to  the  "doldrums  of  dole." 

We  have  heard  a  lot  of  talk  and  passed 
a  few  bills  during  the  past  few  years  de- 
signed to  provide  economic  opportunity 
for  our  less  fortunate  citizens.  I  have 
every  hope  that  some  of  that  sense  of 
adventure  and  excitement  carries  over  to 
the  new  program  and  succeeds  in  get- 
ting some  of  these  people  off  the  welfare 
rolls  and  back  to  work  again  so  that  they 
may  make  a  serious  and  sizable  contribu- 
tion to  the  economy  of  this  country- 
There  are  some  who  call  this  work  and 
work  training  program  "the  end  of  the 
world."  There  is  loud  lamentation  and 
much  handwringing.  Why  not  look  at 
this  as  possibly  opening  the  door  to  a 
new'  and  better  world  for  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  unfortunate  citizens?  Why 
are  there  always  these  prophecies  of 
doom  and  gloom?  Why  not  let  an  ex- 
citing and  imaginative  idea  be  tried  first. 

There  is  no  question  in  my  mind  that 
all  of  us  know  that  we  need  to  take  a 
positive  approach  to  our  welfare  prob- 
lems. The  provisions  in  this  bill  constitute 
for  the  first  time  a  positive  approach. 
We  in  the  Congress  are  practical  men.  If 
the  new  program  exhibits  flaws  after  it 
is  operating,  we  can  always  go  back  to 
the  drawing  board  and  make  whatever 
changes  we  might  think  are  necessary. 

The  House  conferees  made  it  clear  as  a 
crystal  to  the  Senate  conferees  that  if 
this  social  security  bill  were  not  agreed 
to,  there  would  be  no  further  conference 
and  they  can  make  it  stick.  The  1964  So- 
cial Security  Act  did  not  please  the  House 
conferees  and  it  was  not  enacted.  They 
let  it  die  in  conference.  The  same  thing 
happened  in  1966  with  respect  to  the  un- 
employment compensation  bill.  The  Sen- 
ate had  been  overly  liberal  from  the 
House  viewpoint  in  the  benefits  we  re- 
quired in  our  bill.  The  House  conferees 
just  refused  to  agree  to  anything  in  that 
bill  and  it  died  in  conference.  This  year 
we  have  seen  the  unyielding  attitude 
taken  by  many  of  those  who  serve  on  the 
House  conference,  with  respect  to  the 
President's  request  for  a  10  percent  sur- 
tax increase.  Those  people  are  not  yet 
willing  to  agree  to  a  surtax  and  they  just 
are  not  going  to  let  it  come  about.  They 
have  not  yet  had  the  third  day  of  hear- 
ings on  the  bill. 

If  this  conference  report  is  not  agreed 
to,  those  who  oppose  it  will  not  be  able 
to  say  that  they  were  hopeful  of  getting 
some  liberalizing  changes  in  a  second 
conference.  There  will  be  no  second  con- 
ference. But  they  will  have  to  bear  the 
responsibility  for  denying  nearly  24  mil- 
lion aged,  sick,  widowed,  and  orphaned 
people  of  $3.6  billion  in  social  security 
increases.  That  is  what  they  will  accom- 
plish if  they  defeat  the  social  security 
conference  report. 

Mr.  President,  as  one  of  the  Senate 
conferees,  I  was  more  than  a  little  upset 
over  the  allegation  tat  all  we  did  was 
walk  into  the  Ways  and  Means  confer- 
ence room  and  "roll  over  and  play  dead." 


That  allegation  is  simply  just  not  true. 
On  the  major  items  in  which  we  receded, 
we  reluctantly  backed  off  because  of  a 
rock-hard  flat  statement  by  the  House 
conferees : 

Your  amendment  is  completely  unaccept- 
able. The  House  will  not  approve  a  bill  which 
increases  taxes  much  more  than  the  bill 
which  the  House  sent  to  the  Senate. 

As  the  senior  Senator  from  Kansas 
knows,  not  a  single  House  conferee  would 
recede.  They  also  carefully  and  frequently 
pointed  out  to  us  that  the  Senate,  in  its 
generosity,  had  overlooked  the  need  to 
impose  an  additional  $1V2  billion  in  new 
taxes  required  to  pay  for  the  Senate  bill. 
Mr.  President,  that  was  not  bluff  or 
bluster.  It  was  obvious  that  they  meant 
it.  For  those  who  think  it  not  so,  let  me 
remind  them  of  Senator  Long's  recita- 
tion of  the  amendments  sponsored  by 
Senate  conferees  and  passed  by  the  Sen- 
ate which  we  were  forced  to  abandon. 
Make  no  mistake  about  it.  The  amend- 
ments of  the  Senate  conferees  were  also 
deleted. 

In  my  own  case,  it  meant  the  loss  of  an 
amendment  which  I  have  pressed  for 
several  years — that  is,  the  continuation 
of  unlimited  tax  deduction  of  medical 
and  drugs  expenses  by  taxpayers  age  65 
or  over.  The  Senate  adopted  my  amend- 
ment in  1965,  again  in  1966,  and  once 
more  this  year.  But  once  more,  the  House 
stood  like  a  stone  wall  and  adamantly  re- 
fused to  authorize  this  vital  tax  relief 
for  our  older  citizens.  So  you  see,  we  all 
have  our  conference  scars. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  have  said,  this  is, 
on  balance,  a  good  and  a  sound  bill.  It  is 
actuarially  sound.  Each  benefit  carries 
the  tax  necessary  to  pay  for  it.  How  can 
the  U.S.  Senate  refuse  to  give  24  million 
American  citizens  on  social  security  the 
increased  benefits  they  need  and  deserve? 

Before  we  come  to  a  final  vote  on  this 
bill,  let  me  reiterate  what  the  chairman 
said  on  Wednesday  when  he  opened  de- 
bate on  the  conference  report.  The  AFDC 
freeze  which  has  been  so  vigorously  as- 
sailed, is  not  the  bug-a-boo  some  people 
fear.  Because  of  the  operation  of  other 
provisions  in  the  social  security  bill — 
those  which  provide  work-training,  fam- 
ily planning  services,  day  care  services, 
and  aid  in  seeking  support  from  runaway 
parents — the  Department  of  HEW  has 
changed  its  attitude  about  the  effect  of 
the  freeze  and  now  estimates  that  it  will 
not  reduce  Federal  welfare  expenditures 
one  iota.  In  other  words,  they  feel  it  just 
is  not  going  to  apply.  The  Senate  con- 
ferees were  succesful  in  getting  some 
changes  in  the  House  freeze  before  we 
agreed  to  it.  Those  changes  also  con- 
tributed to  the  new  departmental  atti- 
tude regarding  the  freeze. 

As"  for  working  mothers,  again  the  con- 
ference bill  is  not  as  onerous  as  it  has 
been  portrayed.  The  conferees  requested 
the  Labor  Department  to  advise  them  as 
to  how  they  proposed  to  implement  the 
new  work  incentive  program  included  in 
the  final  bill.  They  indicated  that  their 
initial  efforts  would  be  directed  to  those 
areas  of  welfare  recipients  where  the  po- 
tential for  rehabilitation  would  be  the 
greatest  and  that  relates,  in  their  judg- 
ment, to  unemployed  fathers.  Their  next 
concern  would  be  directed  toward  the 


high  school  dropouts  because  there,  too, 
the  potential  for  rehabilitation,  they  be- 
lieve, is  significant.  As  a  general  rule,  the 
cost  of  training  these  persons  will  be  less 
than  the  cost  involved  with  respect  to 
welfare  mothers,  because  where  a  mother 
is  concerned,  the  State  will  have  to  make 
additional  expenditures  to  provide  the 
child- care  services  required  under  the 
conference  agreement.  Welfare  mothers 
will  be  the  last  group  to  be  brought  into 
the  work  program.  I  do  not  mean  to  im- 
ply that  no  mother  will  be  brought  into  a 
work-training  program  until  all  fathers 
and  other  persons  have  been  trained,  but 
I  do  mean  to  say  that  as  a  group,  they 
will  not  receive  the  priority  the  Labor 
Department  plans  to  devote  to  the  other 
groups. 

In  my  opinion,  if  Senators  aie  con- 
cerned about  the  plight  of  the  welfare 
mother  under  the  conference  agree- 
ment, their  concern  relates  to  the  dis- 
tant future,  not  to  the  present  or  the 
foreseeable  future. 

Moreover,  the  State  welfare  agencies 
will  write  the  regulations  on  who  is  ap- 
propriate for  referral.  For  example,  if  a 
State  wants  to  exempt  mothers  with  pre- 
school children  it  can  do  so.  It  can  ex- 
empt any  other  class  of  mothers  if  it 
wants  to.  The  legislative  history — from 
the  House  committee  report — states  very 
clearly  that  "in  some  instances — where 
there  are  several  small  children,  for  ex- 
ample— the  best  plan  for  a  family  may  be 
for  the  mother  to  stay  at  home."  What 
the  opponents  of  the  provisions  in  the 
bill  do  not  realize  is  that  the  States  are 
now  allowed  to  cut  off  a  family's  welfare 
payment  if  a  parent  refuses  to  work  or 
refuses  to  take  training.  And,  many 
States  are  doing  just  that.  For  example, 
in  New  York  State  when  a  father  refuses 
work  without  good  cause  they  cut  off  aid 
to  the  whole  family.  And  New  York  does 
that  every  day.  Under  the  bill,  New  York 
State  will  have  to  continue  aid  to  the 
children  in  such  cases.  For  the  first  time 
there  will  be  restrictions  on  the  States. 
How  can  anyone  characterize  such  a 
provision  as  regressive? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  Kansas,  who  is  a  member  of  the 
conference  committee. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  lise 
to  support  the  conference  report,  and  I 
wish  to  associate  myself  with  the  re- 
marks of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Florida,  with  whom  I  have  had  the  privi- 
lege of  serving-on  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Finance,  where  we  wrote  this  bill, 
from  the  Senate  viewpoint. 

We  had  weeks  of  extended  hearings 
and  we  had  weeks  of  executive  sessions; 
andr  as  the  distinguished  Senator  has 
stated,  he  does  not  fully  approve  of  the 
conference  agreement.  I  can  assure  the 
Senator  that  some  amendments  I  had 
offered,  which  were  adopted  in  our  com- 
mittee and  were  adopted  on  the  Senate 
floor,  were  stricken  from  the  bill.  There- 
fore, I  appreciate  that  situation. 

I  am  pleased  to  associate  myself  with 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Florida 
and  the  distinguished  Senator  from  In- 
diana [Mr.  Hartke],  who  now  occupies 
the  Chair,  who  participated  in  the  hear- 
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ings  and  the  executive  sessions  in  which 
we  wrote  the  hill  that  was  submitted  to 
the  Senate. 

The  conference  report  provides  for  an 
increase  in  benefits  for  some  24  million 
Americans  by  at  least  13  percent,  with 
an  increase  of  25  percent  for  many  at 
the  bottom  of  the  scale.  There  are  other 
features  of  the  bill. 

Many  of  the  welfare  provisions  in  the 
bill  reflect  the  increasingly  congressional 
concern  over  soaring  costs  of  these  relief 
programs. 

The  social  security  system  is  in  danger 
of  becoming  a  prime  example  of  what 
can  go  wrong  when  a  successful  govern- 
ment is  pushed  beyond  its  purpose. 

The  original  principles  on  which  the 
social  security  system  is  based  are  still 
sound.  But  in  recent  years,  Congress  has 
been  getting  further  and  further  from 
these  principles. 

Social  security  has  been  growing  far 
faster  than  any  other  kind  of  Govern- 
ment spending.  And  the  United  States 
clearly  has  come  to  a  point  where  the 
system  is  exerting  real  pressure  on  the 
Federal  budget.  More  social  security 
means  less  of  something  else — educa- 
tion, health,  funds  for  the  cities.  A  lower 
level  of  overall  taxation  should  also  be 
listed  among  the  alternatives. 

Higher  social  security  benefits  are 
a  tempting  weapon  to  use  in  the  war 
on  poverty.  But  they  are  an  expensive 
weapon.  Because  benefits  continue  to  be 
wage  related,  it  costs  about  $3  in  higher 
benefits  for  each  extra  $1  that  goes  to 
the  poor  or  near  poor.  So  the  use  of  social 
security  to  help  the  poor  means  massive 
growth  for  the  system  whether  or  not 
higher  benefits  are  the  best  way  to  pro- 
vide protection  for  the  broad  middle  of 
society. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
table  showing  the  increased  benefits,  as 
a  result  of  this  measure,  for  individuals 
and  couples;  also  an  editorial  entitled 
"Society  Security  Package,"  published  in 
this  morning's  Washington  Post,  which 
I  believe  expresses  the  concern  of  the 
citizens  of  our  Nation  in  regard  to  where 
this  program  is  heading  with  respect  to 
future  benefits. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  and 
editorial  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

New  Benefits  Table 

Here  are  tables  showing  Social  Security 
benefits  and  tax  levels  In  ^resent  law  and  in 
the  compromise  Social  Security  bill  agreed 
upon  Thursday  night. 

Retirement  benefits  (these  are  maximum 
potential  payments  and  are  not  available  in 
all  cases  to  a  person  retiring  now)  : 


Individual  Couple 

Average  monthly  earnings    .  

Present     Bill  Present  Bill 

Law  Law 


$67  „   $44.  00  $55.00  $66.00  $82.50 

$150    78.20  88.40  117.30  132.50 

$250   101.70  115.00  152.60  172.  50 

$350   124.20  140.00  186.30  210.60 

$450    146.00  165.00  219.00  247.50 

$550   168.00  189.90  252.00  284.90 

$650   168.00  218.00  252.00  323.00 


Maximum  taxes  payable  each  by  employer 
and  employee: 


Period  Present  Bill 

law 


1968   

  $290.40 

$343. 20 

1969-70   

  323. 40 

374.40 

1971-72   

  323. 40 

405.60 

1973-75...  

  356. 40 

440.70 

1976-79   

  359. 70 

444.  60 

1980-86   

  366. 30 

452. 40 

1987  and  thereafter  

  372. 90 

460.20 

The  maximum  annual  earning  now  sub- 
ject to  the  Social  Security  tax  is  $6600.  Un- 
der the  pending  bill  this  would  increase  to 
$7800  next  year. 


[From  the  Washington  Post,  Dec.  15,  1967] 
Social  Secukity  Package 

The  social  security  bill  reported  out  by  the 
House-Senate  conference  is  a  measure  of 
breath-taking  comprehensiveness.  It  provides 
for  a  record-breaking  -increase  in  old  age 
benefits,  schedules  increases  in  social  security 
taxes  for  the  next  20  years,  limits  aid  to  de- 
pendent children  and  grapples  with  the  issue 
of  drug  prices  in  Federally  supported  health 
programs.  It  is  an  imperfect  bill,  but  fortu- 
nately one  that  can  be  Improved  later  as 
Congress  comes  to  grips  with  some  of  the 
Issues  that  it  neglected  this  time  around. 

The  conference  agreed  to  raise  the  income 
base  on  which  social  security  taxes  are  levied 
from  $6600  to  $7800  on  Jan.  1,  1968,  and  to 
advance  the  combined  taxes  which  employ- 
ers and  employes  pay  on  that  new  base  from 
8.8  to  9.6  per  cent  on  Jan.  1,  1969.  Subsequent 
increases  on  the  $7800  income  base  would  in- 
crease the  tax  rate  to  11.8  per  cent  in  1987, 
at  which  time  the  employes'  maximum  con- 
tribution would  be  $460.20  as  against  the 
present  $290.40. 

A  decision  to  raise  social  security  taxes  by 
57  per  cent  over  a  20-year  period  raises  a 
number  of  important  questions.  How  will 
this  payroll  tax  affect  the  demand  for  labor? 
Will  young  people  now  entering  the  labor 
force  realize  benefits  that  are  commen- 
surate with  their  contributions?  Will  not 
freezing  the  income  base  at  $7800  preclude 
the  use  of  general  revenues  In  financing 
benefits  for  low  income  people?  None  of  these 
questions — and  a  host  of  others  that  impinge 
on  economic  growth — received  adequate  con- 
sideration in  the  course  of  the  debate.  And 
yet  they  must  be  answered  If  Congress  is  to 
make  intelligent  long-range  plans. 

The  adoption  of  the  House  freeze  on  pay- 
ments under  the  Aid  to  Families  with  De- 
pendent Children  is  deplorable,  particularly 
at  a  time  when  the  urban  slums  are  threat- 
ened by  unrest.  If  the  Senate  accepts  the  de- 
cision of  the  conferees  today,  as  seems  like- 
ly, efforts  should  be  made  to  reverse  it  at  the 
earliest  opportunity.  In  grappling  with  pov- 
erty it  would,  however,  be  preferable  to  enact 
a  modest  negative  income  tax  that  would 
give  the  poor  the  difference  between  what 
they  earn  and  the  tax  exemptions  to  which 
they  would  be  entitled  if  their  incomes  were 
higher.  The  advantage  of  the  negative  in- 
come tax,  which  has  been  endorsed  by  the 
president  of  the  Ford  Motor  Company  and 
many  other  prominent  figures,  is  that  it 
would  provide  an  income  floor  for  the  poor 
without  destroying  the  incentive  to  earn 
more  and  without  subjecting  them  to  the  in- 
dignities suffered  under  the  current  welfare 
programs. 

The  insidious  drug  lobby  was  delighted 
with  the  decision  to  all  but  scuttle  Sen.  Rus- 
sell B.  Long's  amendment  compelling  the  use 
of  the  lowest  priced  drugs,  specified  by  their 
generic  names,  in  all  Federal  health  pro- 
grams. But  their  victory  may  prove 
ephemeral.  In  the  Federally  supported  med- 
icaid program,  the  bill  provided  that  states 
can  only  reimburse  for  drugs  when  there  are 
"reasonable  charges,  consistent  with  efficien- 
cy, economy  and  quality  of  care."  Surely  the 


Federal  Government  should  everywhere  ad- 
here to  the  principle  of  purchasing  only  at 
the  lowest  prices.  And  unless  the  pharmaceu- 
tical Industry  adopts  enlightened  pricing 
policies,  more  comprehensive  and  stringent 
drug  provisions  will  be  enacted. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
it  is  best  that  we  take  a  serious  look  at 
where  vwe  are  headed,  not  only  this  year 
or  next  year,  but  also  20  years  from  now, 
when  the  young  men  and  women  enter 
the  labor  force.  They  will  be  paying  into 
the  social  security  fund  for  probably  40 
or  more  years,  and  we  should  consider 
what  they  can  expect  when  they  retire. 

More  and  more  of  our  young  men  and 
women  in  the  labor  force  are  seriously 
concerned  that  the  contributions  they 
will  be  required  to  make  in  future  years 
will  be  of  no  substantial  value  as  they 
reach  retirement  age. 

I  appreciate  the  statement  of  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Ploriad,  and 
I  thank  him  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  S MATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
grateful  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Kansas  for  his  statement.  I  am 
delighted  that  he  has  emphasized — and 
I  believe  we  should  continue  to  empha- 
size— that,  after  all,  we  are  putting  a 
tax  on  approximately  80  million  people 
who  work  and  who  pay  the  tax. 

While  we  would  like  to  give  an  unlim- 
ited amount  of  benefits,  and  while  I  am 
sure  that  any  Senator  in  the  Chamber 
would  open  his  heart  and  his  pocketbook 
if  he  had  it  to  give  so  that  everybody 
would  have  everything  they  felt  they 
needed  or  wanted,  we  must  remember 
that  we  are  putting  an  ever-increasing 
burden  on  the  people  who  are  working 
and  contributing  to  make  the  new  pro- 
gram work. 

We  are  increasing  the  tax.  We  must 
remember  that  if  we  have  a  surtax  in  the 
first  part  of  next  year,  there  wil  be  a 
sizeable  tax  increase  for  every  working 
person  in  the  United- States.  So.  while 
we  talk  about  our  great  concern  for  the 
elderly  people — and  I  believe  we  have 
treated  them  more  than  generously  in 
this  bill — in  fact,  I  know  we  have — let  us 
also  remember  that  we  must  have  con- 
cern for  the  younger  people,  who  are 
in  the  labor  force  today,  who  are  having 
over  4  percent — pretty  soon  5  percent— of 
their  pay  taken  away  from  them  and 
put  into  the  social  security  trust  fund. 

I  appreciate  particularly  what  the  Sen- 
ior Senator  from  Kansas  has  said  in  that 
respect. 

In  closing,  I  would  merely  say  that 
those  who  have  objected  primarily  to  the 
conference  report  are  those  who  are  con- 
cerned about  800,000  mothers  on  welfare, 
many  of  whom  are  unwed,  many  of 
whom  have,  unfortunately,  large  num- 
bers of  children. 

What  we  sought  to  do  and  what  the 
House  sought  to  do  in  the  conference  re- 
port was  to  make  them,  as  someone  has 
said,  not  taxeaters  but  taxpayers.  If  it 
is  possible  to  rehabilitate  them  and  put 
them  back  to  work  and  let  them  work  by 
providing  day  care  centers,  and  so  forth, 
we  want  to  do  so.  But  although  they 
amount  to  approximately  800,000  people, 
we  are  talking  about  benefits  in  this  bill 
to  elderly,  sick,  disabled,  and  dependent 
citizens.  I  do  not  believe  we  should  en- 
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danger  the  23,700,000  elderly  citizens  and 
others  receiving  social  security  benefits, 
who  are  to  receive  the  13-percent  bene- 
fit increase  under  the  bill,  because  of  a 
real  and  genuine  concern  about  some 
800,000  others  who  come  under  the  wel- 
fare provisions.  We  can  concern  our- 
selves with  them  very  seriously  at  the 
beginning  of  next  year. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Nebraska. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  com- 
mend the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Florida  for  his  statement. 

While  this  bill  does  not  contain  every- 
thing that  many  people  would  like,  it 
contains  so  many  very  good  provisions 
that  a  vote  against  it  would  be  a  vote 
against  progress  in  this  field. 

I  wonder  whether  the  Senator  would 
yield  at  this  time  so  that  I  may  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  conference 
report. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  yeas. and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  in 
closing,  I  also  take  this  opportunity  to 
extend  the  Finance  Committee's  thanks 
and  appreciation  to  Mr.  Fred  Arner  and 
the  staff  of  the  Education  and  Welfare 
Division  of  the  Legislative  Reference 
Service  in  the  Library  of  Congress  who 
put  in  so  many  long,  hard  hours  of  work 
on  this  bill.  As  always,  and  despite  the 
fact  that  their  Division  is  under  heavy 
workload  pressure,  Fred  and  his  fine  peo- 
ple rendered  yeoman  service  to  the  com- 
mittee. Without  their  talents  this  social 
security  bill  would  have  progressed  more 
slowly  and  would  have  been  less  techni- 
cally perfect. 

Mr.  President,  on  behalf  of  the  Finance 
Committee  conferees  I  express  particu- 
lar gratitude  to  the  staff.  They  have 
done  a  good  job. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Would  the  Senator 
from  Florida  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  would  be  glad  to 
yield. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  This  concerns  the 
provision  requiring  State  welfare  depart- 
ments to  provide  for  the  training  and 
use  of  nonprofessional  staff  and  volun- 
teers in  the  health,  child  welfare,  and 
public  assistance  program. 

When  the  social  security  bill  was  in 
conference,  the  Governor  of  Missouri 
wrote  the  conferees  about  this  provision. 

He  stated: 

Section  209(a)  of  H.R.  12080,  as  passed  by 
the  Senate,  provides  for  the  use  of  non- 
professional staff  and  volunteers  by  the  State 
Welfare  Departments  in  providing  services 
to  the  individuals  applying  for  and  receiv- 
ing assistance.  This  is  mandatory  effective 
July  1,  1969,  and  could  impose  problems  In 
Missouri  and  probably  in  some  other  states 
as  well.  Under  this  amendment,  each  state 
plan  for  public  assistance  or  medical  assist- 
ance must  provide  for  the  training  and  ef- 
fective use  of  paid  non-professional  and 
voluntary  staff.  Particular  emphasis  is  to  be 
placed  on  the  employment  of  full  or  part- 
time  public  assistance  recipients. 


The  Missouri  Constitution  requires  that  all 
employees  of  the  State  Department  of  Public 
Health  and  Welfare  shall  be  employed  under 
the  State  Merit  System  through  competitive 
examination  administered  by  the  State  Per- 
sonnel Division.  I  do  not  see  how  Missouri 
could  possibly  comply  with  Section  209(a)  of 
H.R.  12080  as  passed  by  the  Senate  without 
a  change  in  the  Constitution.  As  we  all 
know,  changing  a  State  Constitution  is  an 
involved,  laborious,  and  unpredictable  un- 
dertaking. Therefore,  I  urge  that  Section 
209(a)  of  H.R.  12080,  as  passed  by  the  Sen- 
ate, be  removed  by  the  Conference 
Committee. 

I  would  ask  the  Senator  from  Florida 
whether  this  situation  was  clarified  in 
conference? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  The  provision  re- 
ferred to  by  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
was  retained  in  conference. 

We  did  take  up  with  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  the 
question  of  its  impact  on  State  constitu- 
tional provisions  requiring  all  public  po- 
sitions to  be  subject  to  competitive 
examination. 

The  Department  has  assured  us  that 
State  constitutional  provisions  were  not 
invalidated  by  this  amendment. 

They  report  that  the  requirements  im- 
posed by  section  210  of  the  bill  for  use 
of  subprofessional  staff  in  public  assist- 
ancs  programs  would  appear  in  the 
public  assistance  titles  of  the  act  in  the 
same  paragraphs  or  clauses  that  require 
State  plans  to  include  methods  relating 
to  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of 
personnel  standards  on  a  merit  basis.  It 
is  very  clear,  therefore,  that  the  positions 
filled  by  subprofessionals  must  be  under 
merit  system  standards. 

Even  if  the  Federal  merit  system 
standards  were  to  permit  exemption  of 
some  subprofessional  positions  from  the 
merit  system,  there  is  nothing  that  would 
preclude  the  State  from  requiring  that 
subprofessionals  meet  the  State's  own 
merit  system  standards. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor from  Florida. 

ORDER   OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  remarks  of  the  Senator  from 
Maine  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Harris]  be  recognized. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hartke  in  the  chair) .  Without  objec- 
tion, it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  I  ap- 
proach the  vote  on  H.R.  12080  with  mixed 
feelings.  The  improvements  in  social  se- 
curity benefits,  although  less  than  the 
Senate  had  approved,  do  represent  sub- 
stantial benefits  for  more  than  24  mil- 
lion Americans  now  eligible  for  benefits 
under  the  program. 

At  the  same  time,  several  features  of 
the  public  welfare  provisions  of  the  bill 
are  objectionable  and  regressive.  They 
are  provisions,  which  if  allowed  to  stand, 
will  hurt  the  program,  injure  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  poor  men,  women  and 
children,  and  hinder  our  search  for  a 
better  answer  to  the  vicious  cycle  of 
poverty  which  afflicts  too  many  families 
in  all  areas  of  our  country. 

I  object  to  the  provision  which  restricts 


ADC  benefits  under  the  unemployment 
program  to  children  of  unemployed 
fathers  with  a  "recent  and  substantial" 
connection  with  the  labor  force.  This 
eliminates  the  current  provision  bene- 
fiting children  of  unemployed  mothers. 

I  object  to  the  mandatory  employment 
features  which  affect  mothers  of  chil- 
dren eligible  for  ADC  payments.  I  rec- 
ognize that  horrible  examples  can  be 
presented  by  those  who  complain  of  bur- 
geoning ADC  rolls;  but  I  cannot  agree 
that  those  who  are  poor  should  be  treated 
as  second-class  citizens,  and  I  cannot 
condone  a  policy  which  punishes  par- 
ents by  injuring  their  children. 

I  object  to  the  provision  which  places 
a  freeze  on  the  total  ADC  payments  in 
the  several  States  as  of  the  total  num- 
ber of  cases  outstanding  January  1,  1968. 
This  will  not  halt  the  increase  in  the 
number  of  poor.  It  will  not  solve  the 
fiscal  problems  of  the  Federal,  State  or 
local  governments.  It  will  place  an  intol- 
erable burden  on  those  States  and  cities 
to  which  the  rural  poor  are  fleeing.  They 
are  seeking  opportunity.  They  are  threat- 
ened with  poverty  compounded  by  the 
dangers  and  horrors  of  the  urban  ghetto. 

For  these  and  other  reasons,  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  am  opposed  to  the  conference 
report  as  it  applies  to  welfare  programs. 
At  the  same  time,  I  recognize  the  prob- 
lems we  face  because  of  the  lateness  of 
the  hour,  the  complicated  nature  of  the 
legislation,  the  equities  of  the  older  citi- 
zens whose  right  to  adequate  financial 
support  is  tied  up  in  the  legislation,  and 
the  adamant  position  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  the  issue.  I  have 
come  to  the  reluctant  conclusion  that  a 
delay  in  consideration  of  this  legislation 
will  not  change  the  climate.  It  can  only 
serve  to  confuse  the  issue,  increase  an- 
tagonisms among  significant  groups  in 
the  country  toward  the  poor,  and  lessen 
our  chances  for  correction  of  the  adverse 
welfare  provisions. 

For  these  reasons,  Mr.  President,  I  am 
constrained  to  vote  for  the  conference 
report.  At  the  same  time,  I  wish  to  an- 
nounce my  intent  to  work  with  my  col- 
leagues in  a  search  for  corrections  in  the 
existing,  onerous  welfare  provisions 
and — more  importantly — for  new  ap- 
proaches to  the  problem  of  poverty  and 
its  destructive  impact  on  millions  of  our 
citizens  and  on  our  society. 

I  hope  that  the  Senate  will  not  make 
the  narrow  question  of  the  present  con- 
ference report  the  focus  of  the  poverty 
issue.  Even  if  we  corrected  the  pending 
legislation  in  line  with  the  Senate  ver- 
sion, we  would  still  have  a  long  way  to 
go.  Our  principal  objective  must  be  to 
use  this  legislation  and  its  deficiencies 
as  a  base  from  which  we  can  move  to 
reform  our  society  and  correct  the  in- 
equities which  stand  between  millions 
of  our  fellow  citizens  and  the  promise  of 
our  Constitution. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  junior  Senator  from  Montana 
without  losing  my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Montana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  yielding  to  me.  I  have 
asked  the  Senator  to  yield  to  me  so  that 
I  might  make  the  following  unanimous- 


S 18874 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


December  15,  1967 


consent  request  before  the  final  vote  on 
this  important  conference  report. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
statement  made  by  Representative  Utt 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives on  December  13,  1967,  which  ap- 
pears on  page  H16879,  In  which  he 
stated: 

About  90  percent  of  the  conference  re- 
port is  the  House  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Mr.  Utt.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  signed  the  con- 
ference report  because  I  think  we  did  the  very 
best  we  could  between  the  House  bill  and 
the  Senate  bill.  About  90  percent  of  the  con- 
ference report  is  the  House  bill.  I  think  that 
we  improved  it  considerably,  with  one  excep- 
tion. We  added  about  $200  million  a  year 
more  In  cost  to  it.  While  I  signed  the  report, 
I  am  going  to  offer  a  motion  to  recommit 
to  the  conference  committee  in  order  to  bring 
the  bill  back  in  compliance  completely  with 
the  House-passed  bill. 

I  know  the  bill  will  be  passed,  but  I  just 
feel  that  we  are  looking  down  the  road  to 
complete  socialization,  to  the  complete  na- 
tionalization of  medicine.  I  predict  that 
within  30  years  from  today  medicare,  medi- 
caid, hospitalization,  doctors,  nurses,  and  the 
pharmaceutical  industry  will  be  nationalized 
100  percent  and  will  be  under  the  control  of 
the  Government.  That  will  be  because  of  the 
pressure  we  are  seeing  on  the  outside  today 
by  those  people  who  want  more  than  they 
are  getting  under  social  security.  It  will 
come  from  the  people  under  65 — and  I  do 
not  blame  them — who  do  not  get  medicare 
from  the  Government,  who  do  not  get  the 
benefits  that  older  people  get.  Tet  they  have 
to  put  up  their  own  money  to  pay  their  bills. 
They  will  demand  more  and  more  and  more. 
The  result  will  be  that  we  will  nationalize 
the  medical  business,  the  hospitals,  and  the 
doctors.  This  will  result  in  a  decrease  in  the 
quality  and  quantity  of  medicine,  now  so 
available  under  the  free  enterprise  system. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  a  motion  to  recommit,  of- 
fered by  Mr.  Utt  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives on  December  13,  1967,  which 
appears  on  page  H16881  of  the  Congres- 
sional Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

MOTION  TO  RECOMMIT 

Mr.  Utt.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  Speaker  pro  tempore.  Is  the  gentleman 
opposed  to  the  conference  report? 

Mr.  Utt.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  Speaker  pro  tempore.  The  Clerk  will 
report  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

"Mr.  Utt  moves  to  recommit  the  confer- 
ence report  on  the  bill  (H.R.  12080)  to  the 
committee  of  conference  with  instructions 
to  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  to 
insist  on  the  language  of  sections  101  and 
108  of  the  House-passed  bill  which  provides 
a  12 y2  -percent  benefit  increase,  a  minimum 
primary  insurance  amount  of  $50,  and  an 
annual  contribution  and  benefit  base  of 
$7,600." 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  an  editorial  published  in  the 
Boston  Globe. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


[Prom  the  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  12,  1967] 
Let  "Em  Eat  Cake 

With  Congress  racing  to  get  away  from 
Washington  for  a  month's  Christmas  vaca- 
tion, there  is  probably  little  to  be  done  about 
the  Conference  Committee's  agreement  on 
amendments  to  the  Social  Security  law  ex- 
cept to  deplore  the  committee's  niggardli- 
ness. 

Deplored,  then,  it  is.  And  to  the  hilt.  It 
comes  on  the  heels  of  another  such  com- 
mittee's cutting  of  the  antipoverty  authori- 
zation a  few  days  earlier,  the  slashing  of  for- 
eign aid  funds  and  the  pittance  distributed 
with  such  fanfare  for  the  Model  Cities  pro- 
gram. It  comes  at  a  time  when  billions  are 
still  pouring  uninterruptedly  into  govern- 
ment financed  research  for  supersonic  air- 
craft, safe  automobiles,  nuclear  produced  gas 
and  oil  and  other  such  private  Industry  proj- 
ects, including  virtually  unsupervised  spend- 
ing by  the  arms  and  munitions  industry. 

It  confirms  fears  that  any  cuts  which 
Washington  is  about  to  make  in  spending 
will  be  at  the  expense  of  those  least  able  to 
pay  and  least  able  to  defend  their  interests. 

It  justifies  the  outrage  of  progressive  sena- 
tors who  will  demand  (forlornly  at  this  late 
date)  that  the  Senate  reject  it  and  return  it 
to  a  new  and  rectifying  conference. 

Its  most  regressive  feature  is  the  proposed 
revision  of  welfare  laws  curtailing  benefits 
to  welfare  mothers  and  dependent  children. 
A  government  once  called  humanitarian  has 
decided  to  save  a  few  dollars  at  the  expense 
of  children  whose  crime  is  that  they  un- 
wisely chose  to  be  born  into  welfare  fam- 
ilies after  a  legislatively  prescribed  cutoff 
date. 

Children  and  welfare  mothers  are  hit  at 
one  end  of  the  bill  and  the  aged  ill  at  the 
other.  Typical  Is  the  provision  limiting  the 
sum  which  the  aged  infirm  may  deduct  from 
their  income  taxes  for  medicines  and  drugs. 
This  is  not  only  unfair  but  an  instance  of 
borrowing  from  Peter  to  pay  Paul,  for  plainly 
the  aged  poor  will  have  to  get  the  money  for 
essential  medication  from  one  quarter  or 
another — if  not  out  of  deductions  from  taxes, 
then  from  welfare  or  private  charity  and 
with  all  of  the  humiliation  forced  on  such 
recipients. 

Great  to-do  has  been  made  of  an  increase 
of  $1680  from  the  current  limitation  of  $1500 
in  the  wages  which  may  be  earned  without 
losing  Social  Security  benefits.  But  this  is 
merely  to  continue  a  gross  inequity,  for  the 
premiums  already  have  been  paid  and  there 
is  no  such  limitation  at  all  on  unearned 
income. 

The  crowning  bit  of  nonsense  is  in  the 
meager  increase  In  benefits,  an  increase 
which  underscores  the  fact  that  the  Social 
Security  law  is  not  a  security  law  at  all,  but 
an  insecurity  law.  There  can  be  no  objection 
to  the  proposed  increase  in  premiums.  But 
$1680  a  year  (the  maximum  now  permitted 
in  wages)  plus  $55  a  month  (the  new  min- 
imum in  Social  Security  monthly  benefits) 
figures  out  at  $45  a  week,  which  is  scarcely 
enough  to  maintain  a  man  without  other  as- 
sistance^— other  assistance  which  the  law,  In 
theory,  is  Intended  to  obviate. 

The  compromise,  says  the  AP.L.-C.I.O.,  is 
inhumane.  It  may  not  be  that.  But  it  comes 
close. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  it  is  ob- 
vious that  this  conference  report  will  be 
adopted  overwhelmingly.  Therefore,  I 
would  like  to  make  three  brief  announce- 
ments. First,  Mr.  President,  those  who 
had  hoped  to  work  out  some  way  that  the 
social  security  benefits  could  be  passed 
separately  while  we  held  up  the  harsh 
welfare  provisions  have  been  unsuccess- 
ful In  every  attempt.  Thereafter,  we  had 
hoped  to  discuss  this  matter  sufficiently 
to  explain  It  so  that  Senators  and  the 


public  might  be  aroused  enough  to  join 
with  us  to  stop  this  regressive  action.  We 
have  not  had  time  to  do  so.  Consequent- 
ly, the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy].  I,  and  others, 
although  we  intend  to  vote  against  this 
conference  report  as  a  matter  of  princi- 
ple, have  made  it  clear  that  we  are  quite 
agreeable  for  other  Senators  to  go  ahead 
and  vote  for  its  adoption  because  their 
vote  against  the  adoption  of  the  confer- 
ence report  could  easily  be  misunder- 
stood as  matters  now  stand. 

Second,  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  state 
now  that  in  the  coming  session,  after  the 
first  of  the  year,  we  intend  to  vigorous- 
ly renew  this  fight  to  remove  this  regres- 
sive welfare  freeze  on  AFDC  cases  in  the 
various  States,  and  to  revise  and  rescind 
the  harsh  actions  otherwise  applying  to 
welfare  which  are  contained  in  this  con- 
ference report. 

I  am  grateful  to  the  large  number  of 
Senators,  including  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskte],  who 
has  just  spoken,  who  have  made  it  clear 
to  us  that  they  agree  with  our  stand  on 
the  welfare  provisions  in  principle,  and 
that  they  will  join  with  us  in  early  ac- 
tion at  the  next  session  to  correct  what 
the  Senate  is  about  to  do.  I  hope  that 
we  will  have  the  help  of  the  President  in 
doing  so. 

Also,  at  the  next  session,  we  shall  look 
for  every  opportunity  to  amend  various 
House  bills  which  may  come  to  the  Sen- 
ate, so  as  to  do  what  we  think  should 
be  done  for  the  country  to  repeal  the 
antipoor  provisions  of  the  bill  now  be- 
fore us. 

Third,  I  wish  to  announce  that  after 
the  first  of  the  year,  I  intend  to  press 
vigorously  for  the  authorization  of  a  spe- 
cial and  full  study  of  the  welfare  system 
of  the  United  States,  a  system  which  I 
think  has  been  a  failure.  The  people  of 
the  United  States  are  entitled  to  a  com- 
plete exposition  of  the  failings  of  our 
welfare  system  and  to  have  specific  rec- 
ommendations for  its  correction,  which  is 
greatly  needed. 

I  also  wish  to  express  my  appreciation 
to  the  many  fine  organizations  and  indi- 
viduals throughout  the  country  who  have 
joined  us  in  our  assessment  of  the  harsh 
and  regressive  provisions  of  the  confer- 
ence report  as  it  relates  to  welfare.  I 
have  already  had  communications  re- 
ceived from  several  such  organizations 
placed  in  the  Record  during  the  course 
of  the  debate.  I  now  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  other  such  communications  and 
an  article  from  the  Washington  Post  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  com- 
munications and  article  were  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Ithaca,  N.Y.,  December  14,  1967. 
Hon.  Fred  Harris, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

As  scientists  specializing  In  problems  of 
human  development  we  urge  elimination  of 
provision  in  the  social  security  bill  forcing 
mothers  of  young  children  to  go  to  work.  The 
effect  of  such  enforced  separation  can  seri- 
iously  impair  the  mental  and  emotional  de- 
velopment of  young  children,  thus  further 
aggravating  the  already  crippling  disabilities 
among  children  of  the  poor.  To  allow  the 
present  provision  to  pass  is  to  increase  prob- 
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lems  of  mental  retardation,  school  dropouts, 
and  delinquency  in  the  coming  generation. 
Urie  Bronfenbrenner,  Professor  ol 
Child  Psychology  and  of  Child  De- 
velopment and  Family  Relationship, 
Cornell  University;'  Perry  Crump, 
Professor  and  Chairman,  Department 
of  Pediatrics,  Meharry  Medical  Col- 
lege, Nashville,  Tenn.;  Martha  Elli- 
ott, Professor,  Maternal  and  Child 
Field,  Emeritus,  Harvard  School  of 
Public  Health;  George  Gardner, 
Professor  of  Child  Psychiatry,  Har- 
vard University;  Jacqueline  Gren- 
nan,  President,  Webster  College; 
James  Hymes,  Professor  of  Educa- 
tion, University  of  Maryland;  John 
Niemeyer,  President,  Bank  Street 
College  of  Education,  New  York 
City;  Lloyd  Ohlin,  Professor,  Crim- 
inology, Harvard  Law  School;  Keith 
Osborn,  Chairman  Community  Serv- 
ices, Merrill  Palmer  Institute;  Jul- 
ius Richmond,  Dean,  Upstate  Med- 
ical College,  State  University  of  New 
York;  Robert  Sears,  Dean  of  Hu- 
manities and  Science,  Stanford  Uni- 
versity; Harold  Stevenson,  Director, 
Institute  of  Child  Development,  Uni- 
versity of  Minnesota;  George  Tar- 
jeon,,  Professor  of  Psychiatry,  UCLA; 
Paul  Wehrle,  Chief  Physician,  Chil- 
dren's Division,  Los  Angeles  Hospital. 

Oklahoma  City,  Okla.,  December  14,  1967. 
Senator  Fred  R.  Harris, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Oklahoma  Federation  of  the  Blind  joins 
with  American  Council  of  the  Blind  urging 
delay  in  voting  on  conference  committee  re- 
port on  H.R.  12080.  Should  never  be  agreed 
to  as  compromised.  Particularly  object  to 
compromise  on  sections  174  and  213.  No  gen- 
eral increase  in  benefits  should  be  made  until 
other  defects  are  cured. 

Dtjrward  McDaniel, 
Legislative  Chairman. 

National  Council  op  Jewish  Women, 

Sacramento,  Calif.,  December  12,  1967. 

Dear  Sir  :  We  are  writing  In  regards  to  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  proposed  before 
the  Senate  under  Public  Welfare  titles. 

We  agree  that  there  is  a  need  to  provide  Job 
training  for  all  people  whether  or  not  they 
are  presently  receiving  welfare;  however,  it 
is  unfair  and  illogical  to  automatically  refuse 
welfare  or  to  remove  children  from  a  home  if 
the  recipient  either  refuses  job  training  or 
refuses  to  do  any  job  offered. 

Rather,  we  feel  that  a  job  training  program 
should  be  structured  to  the  individual's  abil- 
ity, interest,  and  future  job  availability.  Fur- 
ther, it  is  possible  for  a  social  case  worker  to 
determine  whether  a  child  would  better  bene- 
fit from  its  mother's  constant  care,  a  foster 
home  setting,  or  a  child-day  care  center.  It 
is  imperative  that  we  be  mainly  concerned 
for  the  child's  welfare. 
Sincerely, 

Mrs.  Janet  Jagiello. 

Welfare  Residency  Rule  Called  Immoral; 
Probes  Are  Scored 
(By  Carol  Honsa) 

Residence  requirements  for  welfare  recipi- 
ents are  illegal,  immoral  and  just  plain  fool- 
ish because  poor  persons  don't  move  just  to 
get  on  welfare,  according  to  Mitchell  I.  Gins- 
berg, administrator  of  New  York  City's  Hu- 
man Resources  Administration. 

Furthermore,  local  welfare  departments 
should  cut  out  the  "stupidity"  about  mid- 
night raids  and  man-in-the-house  rules  be- 
cause they  can't  help  recipients  move  into 
independence  and  dignity  if  they  treat  them 
as  untrustworthy  and  guilty  until  proven  in- 
nocent, he  said. 

And  what's  more,  says  the  man,  who  until 
Wednesday  headed  this  city's  welfare  de- 


partment, the  whole  welfare  system  in  this 
country  is  bankrupt  anyway. 

Ginsberg,  whose  new  Job  as  human  re- 
sources administrator  puts  him  in  authority 
over  such  big-city  programs  as  welfare,  man- 
power, youth  services,  and  narcotics  addic- 
tion and  alcoholism,  admits  some  of  his  ideas 
don't  go  over  so  well  with  the  American 
Public  Welfare  Association,  whose  conven- 
tion he  was  attending  here  Thursday. 

However,  Ginsberg's  criticisms  of  many 
welfare  policies  goes  with  a  realization  that 
the  present  system — which  he  says  encour- 
ages dependency  and  family  breakdowns — ■ 
will  have  to  be  patched  up  and  improved  for 
the  time  being  because  it  will  take  years  to 
get  a  new  one. 

In  an  interview,  he'  said  he  would  like  to 
see  simplified  application  procedures  for  all 
welfare  clients  in  which  they  would  simply 
declare  their  financial  need  by  affidavit. 

Home  investigations  to  determine  the 
client's  family  arrangements  and  financial  re- 
sources should  be  scrapped  intirely  he  said. 

In  two  of  New  York  City's  36  welfare  of- 
fices this  declaration  system  has  been  tried 
with  success,  he  said.  A  10  per  cent  sample 
check  by  an  independent  research  group  un- 
covered less  than  1  per  cent  of  suspected 
fraud  or  misinformation  from  clients,  com- 
pared to  the  3  to  5  per  cent  assumed  for 
other  welfare  clients.  The  two  centers  in- 
volved handle  about  8000  families  each  in 
Spanish  Harlem  and  Bedford-Stuyvesant. 

Periodic  checks  are  still  made  to  redeter- 
mine eligibility.  They  are  made  by  casework- 
ers, not  full  time  investigators,  working  from 
9  a.m.  to  5  p.m.  Clients  are  notified  in  ad- 
vance of  home  visits,  Ginsberg  said.  In  the 
District,  a  staff  of  91  professional  investiga- 
tors visits  homes  between  8  a.m.  and  10  p.m. 

Ginsberg  said  the  city  has  over  750,000  per- 
sons on  welfare  at  a  cost  of  about  $1  billion 
a  year  from  city,  state  and  Federal  sources. 
The  cost  has  approximately  doubled  in  the 
last  five  years,  he  said.  The  welfare  staff  num- 
bers more  than  25,000  persons — only  several 
thousand  fewer  than  the  number  on  relief 
in  Washington. 

New  York  state  does  not  have  a  residence 
requirement  for  welfare  applicants  and  about 
3  per  cent  of  those  who  go  on  the  city  relief 
roles  have  lived  there  less  than  a  year,  Gins- 
berg said. 

(The  District's  one-year  requirement  was 
recently  declared  unconstitutional  by  a  panel 
of  Federal  judges.  The  District  Welfare  De- 
partment plans  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme 
Court.) 

"The  case  against  the  residency  law  doesn't 
really  depend  on  the  percentages,"  Gins- 
berg said.  "That  would  assume  that  all  the 
3  per  cent  came  to  New  York  to  go  on  wel- 
fare, and  that  is  not  true.  They  came  to  get 
work  and  after  they  couldn't  get  it  they 
went  on  welfare." 

Ginsberg  said  he  thought  it  was  illegal 
to  deprive  a  citizen  of  his  right  to  move  in 
effect,  through  welfare  residency  laws. 

According  to  Ginsberg  the  American  pub- 
lic welfare  6ystem  is  failing  because  it  is 
based  on  Depression  experiences  no  longer 
true  today.  During  the  1930s  the  welfare  sys- 
tem was  devised  to  meet  problems  of  gen- 
eralized unemployment — affecting  people  in 
many  walks  of  life — which  most  people  re- 
garded as  a  temporary  phenomenon. 

"Today  unemployment  is  a  permanent 
problem  concentrated  in  certain  groups,"  he 
said. 

***** 
Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Hartke]  without  losing  my  right  to 
the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Byrd  of  West  Virginia  in  the  chair). 
Before  the  Senator  from  Indiana  pro- 
ceeds, the  Chair  asks  all  aides  and  at- 


taches who  are  not  in  the  Chamber  on 
business  or  to  assist  their  Senators  to 
leave  the  Chamber,  please.  The  Chair 
asks  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  to  carry  out 
the  directive  of  the  Chair.  The  Senator 
from  Indiana  will  not  proceed  until  the 
directive  is  followed. 

MANY  SHORTCOMINGS  IN  THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY 
BILL 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  the  ad- 
vent of  the  social  security  system  in  the 
1930's,  at  a  time  when  our  total  gross 
national  product  was  only  a  third 
greater  than  the  current  Federal  defense, 
was  a  landmark  in  the  advancement  of 
the  Nation's  welfare.  Incidentally,  lest 
It  be  thought  I  am  exaggerating,  let  me 
call  to  mind  that  in  1939,  4  years  after 
the  law  was  passed,  the  total  gross  na- 
tional product  was  less  than  $91  bil- 
lion. 

But  nevertheless,  in  this  restricted 
economic  climate  as  compared  to  these 
later  years  of  abundance  and  affluence, 
this  country  set  out  to  alleviate  the  lot 
of  the  elderly,  the  widowed,  the  dis- 
abled, the  orphaned,  and  the  helpless 
persons  who  comprise  so  many  of  the 
social  security  systems  categories  of  need 
today.  Today  the  gross  national  product 
stands  at  a  dollar  level  eight  times 
greater  than  in  1939.  Yet  we  still  have 
all  too  much  poverty  in  the  midst  of  our 
plenty,  all  too  many  who  do  not  share 
in  the  benefits  of  economic  growth,  all 
too  many  incapable  of  earning  a  living 
and  dependent,  whether  elderly  or  oth- 
erwise, upon  public  funds. 

If  you  will  compare  the  total  economic 
picture  of  40  years  ago  with  that  of 
today,  and  then  compare  the  benefits 
provided  in  the  social  security  amend- 
ments now  before  us  as  they  applied 
to  both  eras,  you  will  find  that  this — 
which  some  have  acceded  to  only  grud- 
gingly, which  some  have  opposed  on  the 
ground  of  cost  while  we  escalate  the 
billions  for  the  war  in  Vietnam — you 
will  find,  I  say,  that  this  investment  in 
the  lives  of  our  citizens  falls  far  below 
the  comparative  standard  of  its  time  of 
origin. 

Social  security  is  a  great  potential  re- 
source far  beyond  that  to  which  it  is 
being  utilized.  It  has  the  capability  of 
being  used  far  more  than  this  bill  before 
us  will  do,  to  help  wipe  out  poverty  for 
millions  and  to  eliminate  those  persons 
from  the  welfare  system.  I  have  always 
been  for  its  improvement  each  time  it 
has  come  before  the  Finance  Committee 
and  the  Senate.  I  have  always  been  for 
its  improvement  beyond  what  we  finally 
adopted,  and  that  is  my  continuing  po- 
sition. What  we  have  before  us,  so  shame- 
lessly below  the  recommendations  of  the 
administration,  so  far  less  than  the  bill 
which  we  in  the  Senate  passed,  is,  to 
borrow  a  phrase,  "too  little  and  too  late." 
Improvements  up  to  the  level  of  those  we 
are  asked  to  vote  for  now  are  long  over- 
due; in  that  sense  they  are  too  late.  But 
they  are  also  too  little,  both  in  the  com- 
parative scale  with  the  role  social  secu- 
rity was  given  in  its  relation  to  the  whole 
economy  and  in  actual  benefits  provided 
to  the  recipients  today.  It  is  for  reasons 
of  its  inadequacy  that  I  shall  vote  for 
adoption  of  the  conference  report  only 
with  great  reluctance,  only  because  half 
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a  loaf  is  better  than  none  and  I  do  not 
propose  that  our  elderly,  widowed,  and 
disabled  should  receive  none  while  we 
hold  everything  in  abeyance  pending  im- 
provements. Let  us  make  the  further 
improvements,  and  as  soon  as  possible. 
The  present  bill  is  far  too  little — it  is 
unworthy  of  what  we  can  and  should  do 
in  this  rich  economy. 

THE  $55  MINIMUM  IS  PAR  TOO  LITTLE 

As  one  example,  look  at  the  minimum 
which  will  be  enacted  in  this  bill — $55 
per  month.  This  is  the  munificent  total 
of  $660  per  year,  only  a  third  of  the 
amount  considered  the  poverty  level  for 
an  individual  over  65.  Here  was  our  op- 
portunity to  help  eradicate  the  poverty 
of  the  elderly  at  least  in  part,  but  we  are 
hardly  making  a  dent  in  it.  The  present 
minimum  is  $44,  and  the  additional  sums 
add  the  grand  total  of  $132  per  year,  an 
amount  less  than  the  average  rent  for 
1  month  of  a  small  city  apartment. 

Personally,  my  own  amendment  No. 
325  called  for  a  $100  per  month  mini- 
mum. Those  in  poverty  comprise  15  per- 
cent of  the  population,  but  37.4  percent 
of  the  persons  in  this  country  who  live 
alone — and  the  largest  group  in  this 
category  are  widows  and  widowers — are 
in  poverty.  There  are  thousands  upon 
thousands  today  who  are  trying  to  exist 
with  no  other  income  than  their  $44  min- 
imum, out  of  which  comes  $3  off  the  top 
if  they  are  to  be  covered  for  medicaid 
programs.  But  when  they  cannot  make 
it,  they  are  forced  to  apply  for  old-age 
assistance,  whose  levels  of  benefits  are 
not  uniform  but  vary  with  the  State, 
with  some  of  them  also  pitifully  small. 

THE  INCREASE  SHOULD  BE   20  PERCENT, 
NOT   13  PERCENT 

Along  with  my  proposal  for  a  $100 
minimum,  I  suggested  not  the  I2V2  per- 
cent of  the  original  House-passed  bill, 
not  the  15  percent  of  the  original  admin- 
istration proposal,  but  a  20-percent  in- 
crease in  benefits. 

That  was  not  an  unrealistic  proposal. 
We  as  a  wealthy  nation  can  afford  It — 
or  we  could  if  we  were  not  shoveling  so 
much  money  into  the  expensive  fires  of 
Vietnam.  These  amounts,  the  $100  mini- 
mum and  20-percent  increase,  according 
to  figures  I  received  from  the  Social 
Security  Administration,  would  have 
completely  removed  half  a  million  elderly 
persons  from  the  old-age  assistance  rolls. 
They  would  have  partially  removed,  by 
reducing  old-age  assistance  payments, 
another  350,000  persons.  The  reduction 
of  old-age  assistance  funds  paid  out  by 
the  Government  would  have  been  $504 
million,  with  $325  million  coming  from 
Federal  funds  and  $179  million  from  the 
State  and  local  share.  Nor  does  this  ac- 
count for  the  reduction  in  caseworkers 
and  supervision  which  lowering  the  rolls 
by  so  many  persons  would  entail. 

I  made  that  proposal  in  the  Finance 
Committee.  It  was  rejected.  I  then  voted 
for  the  proposition  that  the  level  should 
be  set  at  17^2  percent.  That  was  also 
rejected,  but  both  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee and  the  Senate  accepted  the  admin- 
istration original  proposal  of  15  percent 
and  a  $70  minimum,  which  still  would 
have  removed  a  much  greater  number 
from  the  assistance  rolls. 


But  even  more  than  the  effect  on  the 
welfare  rolls  is  the  importance  of  the 
effect  on  the  people  involved.  There  are 
vast  numbers  more  who  are  not  on  wel- 
fare but  who  are  well  below  the  poverty 
line.  My  amendment  would  have  taken 
3,700,000  persons  out  of  the  poverty  cate- 
gory. The  administration  bill  would  have 
taken  2,100,000  out  of  poverty.  But  those 
who  will  be  carried  up  from  poverty  by 
the  conference  bill  before  us  will  be  only 
a  million  in  number.  This  is  only  1  million 
out  of  about  30  million  persons  in  poverty 
today,  according  to  the  Census  Bureau 
release  of  August  14,  1967.  In  short,  be- 
cause the  reported  bill  is  held  at  the  lower 
level,  we  are  doing  only  half  the  job 
for  the  poverty  group  that  the  Senate- 
passed  bill  would  have  done. 

THE  EARNINGS  LIMIT  SHOULD  BE  REMOVED 

Another  point  of  inequity  which  has 
concerned  me  year  after  year  is  the  un- 
warranted requirement  that  an  elderly 
person,  one  past  65  years  of  age,  dare  not 
take  a  job  with  earnings  beyond  a  pre- 
scribed low  limit  under  pain  of  losing  his 
benefits.  Again  this  year,  on  the  basis  of 
equity,  I  moved  in  committee  to  elimi- 
nate the  earnings  test.  There  is,  as  this 
body  well  knows,  no  penalty  if  you  have 
enough  wealth  to  "earn"  your  income 
from  rentals,  stocks  and  bonds,  or  other 
sources.  But  if  all  one  has  as  capital  is 
his  strength  to  work  still  preserved  at  65, 
he  can  have  under  the, present  bill  no 
more  than  $1,680  per  year  in  wage  pay- 
ments before  he  begins  to  lose  his  bene- 
fits. 

The  committee  in  the  Senate  agreed  to 
increase  the  limit  from  the  present  $1,500 
to  $2,000  in  1969,  and  then  on  the  floor 
we  agreed  to  a  further  lifting  of  the  re- 
strictions. But  the  conference  report  re- 
duces the  amount  to  $1,680 — or  $15  per 
month  above  what  it  has  been.  Here  Is 
another  lack,  another  shortcoming,  in 
this  bill. 

THE  DISABLED  NEED  MEDICARE 

Another  Hartke  amendment,  No.  326, 
would  have  extended  the  benefits  of 
medicare  to  the  disabled.  This  is  another 
much  needed  improvement  in  the  law, 
but  it  was  destined  this  year  to  meet  a 
narrow  defeat  in  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee. 

For  a  long  time  we  have  had  old  age, 
security  and  disability  insurance,  or 
OASDI.  Two  years  ago  we  added 
"Health"  to  that  name,  making  it 
OASDHI.  It  should  not  be  surprising  that 
in  general  the  disabled  as  a  class  have 
greater  health  problems  than  others, 
even  as  do  the  elderly.  Even  though  they 
may  have  acquired  full  coverage  with  40 
quarters  of  employment  on  the  record, 
the  disabled  are  handicapped  both  by 
their  physical  Impairment  and  by  eco- 
nomic impairment.  Although  many  may 
be  in  as  good  health  as  most  of  us,  there 
are  also  many  whose  disability  involves  a 
chronic  conditioning  requiring  hospitali- 
zation from  time  to  time,  perhaps  suc- 
cessive operations,  or  frequent  X-ray  or 
laboratory  attention.  The  costs  can  be 
almost  as  disabling  economically  as  the 
'physical  problem  in  its  sphere.  To  one 
who  is  subsisting  on  the  disability  pay- 
ments of  OASDHI,  these  facts  compound 


the  problem  and  add  one  more  handi- 
cap. 

We  need  to  extend  to  the  disabled  the 
same  medicare  opportunities  afforded  to 
the  elderly  beneficiaries.  Here  is  another 
shortcoming  of  the  bill  before  us  in  the 
conference  report. 

FURTHER  IMPROVEMENT  FOR  THE  BLIND  NEEDED 

For  the  third  successive  time  in  as 
many  Congresses,  the  Senate  this  year 
again  upheld  my  bill  to  make  blindness 
automatically  a  disability  under  Social 
Security  definitions,  fixing  the  statutory 
definition  for  this  purpose  at  the  same 
20/200  figure  accepted  by  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service,  and  lowering  the 
earned  quarters  requirement  from  20  to 
six.  This  conference  report  includes  the 
first  part  of  that  amendment,  which  is  a 
step  forward — blindness  certainly  is  a 
disability,  and  deserves  automatic  recog- 
nition as  such.  But  it  does  not  follow 
through  with  easing  the  employment 
requirement  voted  by  the  Senate. 

This  is  not  the  only  change  that  is 
needed  in  improving  the  conditions  for 
the  blind,  and  for  some,  others  included 
in  the  welfare  provisions  of  the  law. 
Three  of  the  handicaps  faced  by  those 
under  programs  such  as  that  for  the 
blind,  with  the  States  providing  match- 
ing funds  and  setting  their  own  rules, 
are  among  those  which  would  be  elim- 
inated by  others  of  my  bills  and  amend- 
ments offered  this  year  but  which  are  not 
in  the  proposal  before  us.  One  of  these 
would  eliminate  the  residence  require- 
ment, permitting  the  blind  to  move  freely 
from  one  State  to  another  without  losing 
benefits.  Another  would  prevent  the 
States  from  requiring  that  relatives  ex- 
haust their  resources  for  support  before 
they  will  grant  blind  assistance.  The 
third  would  protect  the  blind  from  liens 
by  the  State  against  their  property  as  re  - 
payment for  assistance  rendered  through 
the  State. 

DRUGS  FOR  THE  ELDERLY 

One  of  the  much-discussed  problems 
demanding  attention  in  the  social  se- 
curity medical  care  structure  is  that  of 
covering  the  cost  of  prescribed  drugs 
under  part  B  of  medicare.  I  am  glad  that 
the  bill  has  emerged  from  conference 
with  the  Hartke  amendment  in  this  field 
intact  and  even  broaden  somewhat 
in  the  scope  of  the  study  that  it  requires 
from  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare.  The  study  of  proposals  to 
reduce  welfare  and  medicare  drug  costs 
and  study  of  proposals  to  provide  cover- 
age of  prescribed  drugs  is  to  be  reported 
back  within  a  year.  Based  orrthe  findings 
of  the  study,  improvements  should  be 
forthcoming.  They  are  needed,  of  that 
I  have  no  doubt.  With  the  findings  to 
be  made,  we  will  be  in  a  position  to  make 
them. 

EARLY  RETIREMENT 

One  of  the  shortcomings  in  the  bill 
before  us,  which  I  intend  to  bring  up 
again  at  the  next  opportunity,  is  its  fail- 
ure to  provide  for  early  retirement  at  re- 
duced benefits.  Such  an  option  should 
be  available  for  the  older  man  who  Is 
caught  in  a  plant  closing,  for  example, 
and  who  subsequently  cannot  find  work. 
There  are  many  such  men  in  their  late 
fifties  or  early  sixties  who  have  had  to 
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wait  for  time  to  pass  in  order  to  be  eli- 
gible for  old  age  benefits.  Optional  early 
retirement  was  deleted  in  the  conference 
action. 

A  related  amendment  which  I  offered 
would  have  geared  the  system  more  ade- 
quately to  modern  private  pension  plans 
which  allow  for  early  retirement.  Sup- 
pose under  a  private  agreement  a  worker 
at  age  58  has  completed  35  years  of  serv- 
ice for  his  employer  and  qualified  for  a 
pension.  He  decides  to  take  the  pension 
and  leave  the  job.  What  happens  to  his 
social  security  benefits? 

When  he  attains  social  security  retire- 
ment age,  of  course,  he  can  file  for  and 
begin  receiving  them.  But  at  65  it  will 
be  7  years  since  he  was  under  covered 
employment.  Five  of  those  no-earnings 
years  will  be  dropped  in  the  calculation 
of  his  benefits,  but  the  other  two  will 
count  against  him  in  that  calculation. 
My  proposal  to  drop  an  additional  low-  or 
no-earnings  year  for  every  10  years  of 
coverage  under  social  security  was  de- 
feated in  the  Senate  by  40  to  39.  Here  is 
another  improvement  I  believe  we  should 
achieve  in  the  future. 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  TAXES  SHOULD  NOT  PROVIDE 
SURPLUSES  MERELY  FOR  BORROWING  BY 
TREASURY 

Large  surpluses  every  year  are  not  nec- 
essary in  order  to  secure  actuarial 
soundness  in  the  social  security  trust 
funds,  which  now  contain  more  than  $28 
billion.  Soundness  of  the  system  rests 
upon  the  productive  ongoing  capacity  of 
the  Nation's  businesses  and  the  employ- 
ment of  its  workers.  Surpluses  beyond 
real  need  only  provide  funds  which  are 
used  for  Treasury  borrowing. 

It  is  for  this  reason  that  I  opposed  the 
$4.4  billion  excess  originally  approved  by 
the  Finance  Committee  and  sought  in- 
stead a  better  balance  between  revenues 
and  expenditures.  The  bill  the  Senate  fi- 
nally approved  had  a  much  better  bal- 
ance, with  an  excess  of  only  $1.3  billion. 

But  that  has  been  changed  consider- 
ably by  the  conference  report.  While  cut- 
ting benefits  by  well  over  $2  billion,  the 
revenue  now  to  be  produced  will  amount 
to  $2.7  billion  in  excess  of  the  amount 
needed  actuarially  for  1968  and  with 
larger  surpluses  in  future  years.  This  sur- 
plus will  come  from  the  increased  reve- 
nue of  taxes  paid  in.  Thus  the  bill  before 
us  provides  a  bigger  tax  increase  to  pay 
benefits  that  are  smaller.  In  fact,  it 
would  be  possible  to  provide  the  benefits 
in  this  recommended  conference  bill  with 
no  tax  increase  whatever  and  still  come 
out  of  1968  with  a  $1.3  billion  surplus  and 
larger  surpluses  thereafter.  I  continue  to 
be  opposed  to  taxing  workers  and  em- 
ployers more  than  is  necessary  to  keep 
the  fund  sound.  Overkill  in  economics  is 
no  more  desirable  than  in  any  other 
arena  of  life. 

WELFARE  PROVISIONS  NEED  IMPROVEMENT 

I  have  associated  myself  in  the  Senate 
with  a  considerable  number  who  find  in 
the  bill  before  us  not  simply  unwise  but 
absolutely  retrogressive  provisions  in  the 
field  of  child  welfare.  We  will  see  under 
this  bill  compulsion  upon  mothers,  at 
the  insistence  of  many  a  State  welfare 
agency,  to  leave  preschool  children  and 
work  rather  than  caring  for  them,  with 
all  the  attendant  family  problems  in- 


volved. The  amount  of  aid  for  dependent 
children  will  be  frozen  to  the  propor- 
tion of  the  child  population  under  18 
in  the  State  as  of  January  1,  1968.  Fed- 
eral financing  will  stop  at  this  point, 
but  that  will  not  in  any  foreseeable  way 
be  likely  to  stop  the  production  of  il- 
legitimate children;  there  is  no  enforce- 
able freeze  we  can  apply  there.  The  result 
is  bad  public  policy — to  punish  the  chil- 
dren for  the  errors  of  their  parents.  In 
actual  fact,  if  there  is  to  be  curtailed 
Federal  aid,  unless  conditions  for  such 
children  are  to  be  left  intolerable,  the 
States  will  have  to  raise  their  own  funds. 
Everyone  knows  the  burden  already  car- 
ried by  State  taxes,  and  this  action  mere- 
ly compounds  the  problems  of  the 
overburdened  States.  It  is  no  solution 
at  all,  but  rather  an  aggravation  of  the 
problem. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr.  President,  as  my  statement  makes 
abundantly  clear,  I  find  this  bill  quite 
inadequate.  Yet  we  are  threatened  with 
failure  to  pass  any  bill  at  all  perhaps 
until  1970  unless  we  accept  the  confer- 
ence report.  As  full  of  shortcomings  as 
it  is,  and  as  much  in  need  of  further  im- 
provement, it  will  nevertheless  bring  a 
benefit  increase — disappointing  as  it  is — 
to  our  elderly.  It  will  lift  a  million  per- 
sons above  the  poverty  line  who  are  now 
below  it,  although  it  is  far  short  of  what 
we  could  and  should  do  by  reasonable 
standards.  Under  the  circumstances,  I 
find  it  hard  realistically  to  do  more  than 
I  have  done,  to  explain  my  unhappiness 
and  my  determination  to  continue  to 
press  for  improvements  to  eliminate  the 
shortcomings.  I  will  therefore  vote  for 
the  bill,  but  in  voting  lor  it  I  do  so 
with  reluctance  because  of  the  inade- 
quacies. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from  In- 
diana who  has  once  more  stated  his  will- 
ingness to  join  with  us  as  we  renew  the 
fight  on  the  welfare  provisions  next  year. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  thank  the  distinguish- 
ed Senator  from  Oklahoma.  He  has  per- 
formed yeoman  service  in  this  regard. 
He  is  to  be  congratulated  for  his  efforts. 
I  join  him  in  trying  to  make  it  possible 
next  year  to  correct  the  serious  error 
which  is  just  about  to  occur  as  a  result 
of  adoption  of  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, will  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
yield? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  join  my 
colleague  from  Indiana  in  commending 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Har- 
ris] for  the  leadership  he  has  provided  in 
this  field.  He  has  also  stated  that  in  view 
of  the  fact  there  is  not  time  to  discuss 
this  matter,  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
we  were  not  able  to  begin  talks  among 
ourselves  with  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, as  I  had  expected  that  we  would, 
because  of  the  facts  which  were  known 
about  the  legislation  that  would  cause 
tremendous  damage  all  across  the  coun- 
try, I  would  hope  that  those  who  feel  as 
I  do  and  who  have  been  associated  with 
us  in  this  endeavor  would  feel  free  to  vote 
in  favor  of  the  legislation. 

As  I  was  coming  in  this  morning,  I 
heard  a  news  report  which  stated  that 


we  were  about  to  pass  legislation  which 
meant  a  considerable  increase  in  social 
security  benefits  for  22  million  Ameri- 
cans. 

I  think  it  is  going  to  be  difficult,  with 
that  kind  of  coverage  of  the  conference 
report,  that  kind  of  labeling  and  descrip- 
tion of  it,  for  Senators,  particularly  those 
running  for  political  office,  under  those 
circumstances,  to  vote  against  the  bill. 
That  I  recognize.  The  parts  we  are  op- 
posed to,  or  on  which  we  have  reserva- 
tions, are  very  complex.  It  would  have 
taken  a  fair  degree  of  time  and  a  great 
deal  of  discussion  to  bring  about  any 
changes.  I  was  convinced  that  if  what 
happened  yesterday  had  not  happened, 
opportunity  would  have  been  open  to  us, 
but  I  do  not  believe  it  is  any  longer  open 
to  us.  I  hope  that  those  Senators  who 
support  us  will  feel  free  to  vote  for  the 
conference  report  even  though  we  ex- 
press grave  doubts  about  some  provisions 
of  it. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  con- 
clude by  stating  that  we  will  renew  the 
fight  next  year.  I  am  grateful  for  those 
who  will  join  us  next  year  in  repealing 
these  harsh  provisions. 

I  am  sorry  that  this  matter  has  caused 
some  confusion  and  difficulty  in  the 
Senate.  But  I  do  not  apologize,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, for  standing  on  what  I  consider  to 
be  a  principle  of  the  most  basic  nature. 

(At  this  point,  Mr.  Hartke  took  the 
chair  as  Presiding  Officer.) 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  In  many  respects,  I  find 
myself  sharing  the  views  of  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  and  the  Senator  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy]  with  respect 
to  some  provisions  of  the  conference  re- 
port. Nevertheless,  I  come  to  a  different 
conclusion  as  to  its  acceptance.  This  is 
the  largest  and  most  beneficial  social 
security  bill  in  the  history  of  the  U.S. 
Congress. 

I  shall  vote  for  its  adoption,  but  wish 
it  known  that  I  will  be  prepared  to  assist 
and  take  part  in  the  correction  of  such 
deficiencies  as  the  pending  bill  may  have. 

I  do  not  wish  the  statement  of  my  posi- 
tion to  be  in  any  way  critical  of  the  posi- 
tion of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oklahoma.  I  commend  him  for  his  efforts 
in  trying  to  prevent  adoption  of  provi- 
sions disagreeable  to  him  I  rise  only  to 
state  that  some  of  them  are  disagreeable 
to  me,  but  I  think  the  good  outweighs  the 
deficiencies  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
what  he  says.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  and  I  have  stated  that,  as  a  matter 
of  principle,  we  intend  to  vote  against  the 
conference  report;  but  we  have  also  said 
that  we  have  understood  the  positions 
like  that  of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee, 
and  we  understand  their  voting  for  the 
conference  report. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  urge  the  Senate  to  adopt  the 
conference  report  on  H.R.  12080. 

This  report  represents  a  good  com- 
promise between  the  Senate  and  the 
House  versions,  taking  into  considera- 
tion both  the  need  for  an  increase  in  the 
social  security  benefits  and  the  ability  of 
the  wage  earners  to  pay  the  necessary 
tax. 
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These  benefit  increases  mean  that  over 
$3  billion  be  paid  during  the  first  12 
months  to  an  estimated  22.9  million  per- 
sons— and  1  month  earlier  than  under 
the  Senate  version.  The  benefits  are 
effective  February  1968  rather  than 
March  1968  and  the  increase  will  be  in 
the  March  checks. 

These  increases,  together  with  the 
other  Improvements  in  the  social  se- 
curity program,  will  benefit  an  estimated 
24  million  beneficiaries — retired  and  dis- 
abled workers,  widows,  and  orphans — 
persons  who  have  patiently  awaited  these 
needed  additional  benefits. 

This  conference  report  provides — 

First.  A  13-percent  across-the-board 
increase  in  social  security  benefits.  This 
means  that  the  retired  worker  with  an 
eligible  wife  will  have  his  monthly  pay- 
ment increased  from  $145  to  $165. 

Second.  A  25 -percent  increase  in  the 
minimum  social  security  payment.  This 
means  that  a  person  receiving  the  pres- 
ent minimum  payment  of  $44  will  receive 
$55  a  month. 

Third.  It  raises  the  earnings  test  from 
$1,500  to  $1,680.  This  means  that  persons 
receiving  social  security  benefits  are  en- 
titled to  supplement  such  benefits  with 
a  higher  amount  of  earnings  before  any 
reduction  is  made  in  benefits.  This  pro- 
vision alone  will  enable  an  estimated 
760,000  persons  to  be  paid  $175  million 
in  benefits  that  they  would  otherwise 
have  lost. 

The  conference  agreement  reduces  the 
cost  of  the  Senate  bill  from  $7.4  billion 
to  $3.6  billion.  This  is  a  tremendous  sav- 
ings, and  it  came  about  because  the  con- 
ference removed  provisions,  many  of 
which  could  not  have  been  paid  for  under 
the  Senate  bill. 

As  the  result  of  this  substantial  reduc- 
tion in  cost  the  tax  on  the  wage  earners 
at  the  top  is  lowered  by  50  percent  under 
what  the  Senate  bill  would  have  neces- 
sitated. The  conferees  did  this  by  holding 
the  tax  base  to  $7,800  a  year,  only  $200  a 
year  more  than  the  $7,600  in  the  House 
bill.  The  Senate  bill,  on  the  other  hand, 
would  have  increased  the  base  to  $8,000 
in  1968,  to  $8,800  in  1969,  and  $10,800  in 
1972  and  thereafter.  The  payroll  tax  rate 
under  the  conference  report  does  not 
reach  its  maximum  rate  until  1987  as 
against  1890  in  the  Senate  bill. 

There  are  innumerable  other  good  pro- 
visions in  the  conference  agreement 
which  deal  with  the  medicare  and  medic- 
aid programs  as  well  as  the  correction 
of  recognized  abuses  under  the  much  dis- 
cussed welfare  programs.  I  think  most 
important  of  all  is  that  the  bill  which  the 
conference  agreed  to  provides  a  substan- 
tial reduction  in  cost  compared  with  the 
Senate  bill.  I  for  one  believe  this  was  not 
only  necessary  but  a  good  thing.  The 
Senate  bill  was  underfinanced,  and  costs 
had  to  be  reduced;  it  just  did  not  provide 
money  to  pay  for  all  of  the  $7.4  billon  in 
benefits  which  it  contained.  The  Senate 
higher  tax  rate  schedule  was  prohibitive. 

In  summary,  Mr.  President,  the  con- 
ference bill  is  a  good  bill — a  responsible 
piece  of  legislation — responsive  to  the 
needy,  responsive  to  the  retiree,  and 
responsible  to  the  taxpayer.  I  for  one  am 
pleased  to  have  been  able  to  contribute 
to  its  formulation. 


Those  who  vote  against  this  report 
should  be  reminded  that  in  doing  so  they 
are  voting  against  a  13-percent  across- 
the-board  increase  in  all  social  security 
payments,  against  a  25 -percent  increase 
in  the  minimum  social  security  payments, 
against  an  increase  in  the  earnings  limi- 
tation from  $1,500  to  $1,680,  as  well  as 
against  many  other  benefits  scattered 
throughout  the  bill. 

These  are  benefits  to  which  these  peo- 
ple are  entitled,  and  I  for  one  whole- 
heartedly urge  the  adoption  of  the 
conference  report. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  like  many  of 
my  colleagues,  I  am  very  much  distressed 
by  some  of  the  restrictive  provisions 
adpoted  by  the  House- Senate  conference 
committee  on  H.R.  12080,  the  social  se- 
curity amendment.  Since  the  other  body 
has  adopted  the  conference  report  by  an 
almost  unanimous  vote,  I  recognize  the 
virtual  impossibility  of  getting  any  ad- 
justment this  session  in  the  provisions 
of  the  bill. 

We  are,  therefore,  faced  with  the  ques- 
tion of  whether  to  reject  the  conference 
report  and  hold  the  bill  over  until  next 
session,  or  pass  it  now  with  its  glaring 
deficiencies.  If  we  hold  it,  we  may  be  able 
to  get  some  modification  of  the  objec- 
tionable provisions.  However,  that  will 
delay  for  weeks,  and  perhaps  months, 
the  extra  compensation  provided  in  this 
bill  to  millions  of  our  elderly,  to  our 
dependent  children,  our  blind,  our  poor 
and  our  distressed.  They  have  been  in 
need  of  these  benefits  for  a  long  time. 

Consequently,  I  shall  vote  for  the  con- 
ference report,  but  it  should  be  made 
clear  here  on  the  Senate  floor  today  that 
we  expect  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  to  write  regula- 
tions which  are  neither  too  restrictive  or 
rigid  to  carry  out  the  controversial  pro- 
visions. 

For  example,  there  must  be  maximum 
flexibility  in  applying  the  provisions  re- 
quiring mothers  on  welfare  to  work. 
Surely,  no  reasonable  person  would  say 
that  all  mothers  on  welfare  ought  to 
work.  There  obviously  are  going  to  be 
some  who  are  not  well  enough  to  do  so, 
or  who  cannot  be  trained  for  one  reason 
or  another  to  hold  a  job.  Many  mothers 
With  young  children  should  stay  at  home 
and  take  care  of  those  children.  This  is 
especially  true  where  there  is  a  lack  of 
adequate  child  day-care  services.  These 
mothers  and  their  children  should  not 
be  summarily  denied  support.  They  must 
be  given  the  protection  that  a  civilized 
and  benevolent  society  owes  them. 

Certainly,  there  is  no  question  that 
work  opportunities  should  be  made  avail- 
able to  mothers  on  welfare.  I  would  like 
personally  to  think  the  mother  on  wel- 
fare could  have  the  same  options  to  work 
or  not  to  work  that  many  other  mothers 
have. 

In  other  strata  of  our  society,  we  al- 
low the  mother  to  decide  whether  it  Is 
better  for  her,  in  her  particular  case,  to 
work,  or  to  stay  at  home  with  her  chil- 
dren. I  hesitate  to  say  that  it  is  better 
for  all  mothers  on  welfare  to  work  any- 
more than  I  would  take  It  upon  myself 
to  say  that  it  Is  better  for  all  mothers  on 
welfare  not  to  work  but  to  stay  home  and 
take  care  of  their  children.  As  with  any- 


body else — some  are  better  off  working 
and  some  are  better  off  taking  care  of 
their  children.  If  it  is  more  important 
for  the  welfare  of  her  children  and  to  her 
own  psychology  to  stay  home,  we  should 
consider  this  and  not  force  her  to  work. 

On  the  other  hand,  satisfactory  jobs 
should  be  made  available  to  women  on 
welfare,  and  w,e  should  train  them  for 
such  jobs  if  they  have  no  training.  I  am 
confident  that  most  women  receiving 
welfare  checks  would  far  rather  be  earn- 
ing their  own  way.  I  placed  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record  2  days  ago  the  very 
inspiring  story  of  a  woman  in  my  own 
State,  a  divorcee  with  five  children,  who 
through  a  training  program  administered 
under  title  V  of  the  Economic  Oppor- 
tunity Act  of  1964,  took  vocational  edu- 
cation courses  and  qualified  herself  to 
the  extent  that  she  replaced  her  AFDC 
grant  of  $221  a  month  with  a  monthly 
paycheck  of  $325.  She  traded  dependence 
on  welfare  for  the  independence  of  a  job 
in  which  she  earns  her  way.  I  am  sure 
there  are  thousands  of  other  women  like 
her  now  on  welfare  in  the  United  States. 
I  am  confident  that  there  are  very  few 
Americans  who  prefer  welfare  to  em- 
ployment. 

I  realize,  however,  that  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  conference  version  of  H.R. 
12080,  it  will  not  be  possible  to  give  wom- 
en on  welfare  the  option  of  working  or 
not  working.  But  certainly  there  must  be 
flexibility  which  allows  consideration  of 
each  individual  situation — of  the  moth- 
er's health,  qualifications  and  employ- 
ment potential,  and,  especially,  the  best 
interests  of  the  children  involved.  If  we 
are  to  be  able  to  consider  ourselves  a 
humane  and  wise  society,  these  aspects 
must  be  taken  into  consideration.  If, 
after  the  guidelines  have  been  drawn, 
and  the  program  has  been  given  some 
time  to  operate,  we  find  that  it  is  too 
rigid  and  unyielding  to  personal  con- 
siderations, then  there  is  no  question 
that  we  will  have  to  amend  it. 

The  States  and  the  Department  are 
given  some  latitude  to  determine  criteria 
of  "appropriateness"  for  job  referral, 
and  I  think  it  is  clear  that  these  are  con- 
siderations which  must  be  taken  into  ac- 
count in  applying  the  term  "appro- 
priate." 

At  this  point  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
distinguished  manager  of  the  bill  if  I  am 
not  correct  that  States  would  have  lati- 
tude to  set  criteria  of  appropriateness 
which  would  recognize  these  individual 
and  family  situations? 

The  other  provision  of  the  conference 
version  of  H.R.  12080  which  especially 
disturbs  me  is  the  AFDC  freeze.  This 
could  be  be  tragic  for  our  children.  We 
are  in  the  midst  of  a  population  ex- 
plosion, and  how  can  we  possibly  hope 
to  hold  the  population  of  AFDC  children 
to  the  level  of  January  1968? 

I  realize  that  the  theory  is  that  enough 
children  will  be  taken  off  the  rolls, 
through  the  employment  of  their  moth- 
ers, or  through  other  means,  to  hold  the 
present  level  of  assistance.  But  this  is 
risky  planning,  it  seems  to  me.  There  is 
no  assurance  whatsoever  that  this  can  be 
done. 

In  reality,  this  provision  is  a  slap  at  the 
States.  What  we  are  saying  to  them,  in 
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effect,  Is  that  "You  have  done  a  poor  job, 
and  we  do  not  trust  you.  Tighten  up  or 
we  will  take  your  Federal  money  away 
from  you."  The  Governors  of  our  sover- 
eign States  have  a  right  to  resent  this, 
and  they  will. 

And,  unfortunately,  some  States  may 
lose  their  Federal  funds  under  this  provi- 
sion. It  will  probably  be  the  poorer  States 
who  cannot  afford  to  pick  up  the  tab  for 
the  additional  AFDC  children  them- 
selves. And  it  will  be  the  children  who 
will  suffer  the  most. 

I  do  approve  of  the  provisions  written 
into  the  bill  to  strengthen  the  machin- 
ery to  catch  deserting  or  absent  fathers. 
Several  sessions  ago,  I  sponsored  what 
was  called  the  runaway  father's  bill.  It 
would  have  opened  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration records  to  welfare  officials 
to  learn  the  whereabouts  of  fathers 
whose  families  had  gone  on  welfare  be- 
cause the  wage  earner  had  deserted 
them.  I  did  not  press  for  final  action  on 
the  bill  because  I  was  informed  by  the 
Social  Security  Administration  that  some 
of  the  machinery  my  bill  would  have 
established  had  been  set  up  by  adminis- 
trative action.  I  am  delighted  to  see  H.R. 
12080  increase  the  ways  in  which  desert- 
ing fathers  can  be  located — I  would  far 
rather  see  us  put  our  efforts  in  locating 
men  who  refuse  to  accept  the  responsi- 
bilities of  parenthood,  than  see  Us  con- 
centrate on  putting  to  the  fire  the  feet  of 
our  States. 

This  bill  also  contains  important  new 
provisions  relating  to  medical  assistance 
under  title  XIX  which  will  greatly  im- 
prove the  care  of  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  sick  aged  people.  These  are  legislative 
and  social  advances  we  cannot  let  go  by. 

Mr.  President,  I  support  this  confer- 
ence report,  but  with  reluctance.  I  can- 
not agree  with  some  of  its  provisions,  but 
I  feel  that — in  the  overall — the  benefits 
it  brings  to  America  are  so  great,  and  so 
inescapably  necessary,  that  we  must 
enact  it.  Agreement  to  the  report  would 
be  justified  solely  on  the  basis  of  the 
extra  dollars  it  will  give  our  elderly  under 
the  OASI  program,  and  the  benefits  it 
will  pass  on  to  our  orphans,  our  blind, 
and  our  disabled. 

Seldom  have  we  passed  a  measure, 
however,  which  is  more  dependent  for 
success  upon  the  type  of  rules  and  regu- 
lations which  will  be  written  to  admin- 
ister it.  I  trust  that  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  will  be 
especially  careful  to  set  solid  guidelines 
on  the  two  controversial  programs  which 
I  have  discussed — the  provisions  which 
require  mothers  on  welfare  to  work,  and 
the  AFDC  freeze.  The  extent  of  good,  and 
damage,  these  provisions  do  depends  in 
a  great  measure  to  how  wisely  they  are 
administered.  I  hope,  also,  that  when 
the  various  States  submit  plans  for  the 
administration  of  the  AFDC  program 
on  illegitimate  children,  that  depart- 
mental officials  will  scrutinize  these  plans 
carefully,  to  make  sure  they  do  not  go 
beyond  the  intent  •  of  Congress.  Rigid 
State  plans,  with  no  room  for  human 
considerations,  can  heap  disaster  on  our 
children. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  has  been 
put  in  a  take  it  or  leave  it  position  by 
the  House  on  this  conference  report.  This 


is  far  too  important  legislation  to  be  en- 
acted in  that  spirit.  But,  in  view  of  the 
vote  in  the  House  2  days  ago,  I  believe 
we  can  do  nothing  here  today  but  accept 
the  conference  report,  and  send  this  bill 
to  the  President. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I 
share  the  disappointment  that  other  Sen- 
ators have  expressed  over  some  of  the 
terms  of  the  conference  report  on  H.R. 
12080. 

Without  faulting  the  Senate  conferees 
or  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Lou- 
isiana [Mr.  Long],  who  has  labored  vali- 
antly and  effectively  on  this  bill  for 
many  weeks,  I  l-egret  that  some  of  the 
important  provisions  adopted  by  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  and  by  the  Senate  have 
been  deleted. 

In  connection  with  the  increase  in 
benefits,  I  believe  our  obligation  is  to 
maintain  the  purchasing  power  of  older 
Americans  at  levels  comparable  with  the 
sacrifices  they  made  when  they  were  pay- 
ing into  the  program.  The  dollar  amount 
or  the  percentage  amount  of  the  raise 
obviously  means  little  to  the  person  who 
is  trying  to  survive  on  social  security  pay- 
ments, since  he  is  primarily  concerned 
about  what  his  retirement  income  will 
buy.  The  13 -percent  increase  will  not 
catch  up  with  the  growth  in  the  cost  of 
living  that  has  occurred  since  the  pro- 
gram was  first  adopted. 

I  am  disturbed,  too,  by  the  loss  in  con- 
ference of  the  Senate  amendment  which 
would  have  raised  to  $2,400  the  amount 
a  recipient  can  earn  without  any  loss  in 
benefits.  The  conference  report  recedes 
all  the  way  back  to  the  House  level  of 
$1,680. 

There  is,  of  course,  no  limitation  on 
the  amount  of  income  a  retired  person 
can  derive  from  stocks  and  bonds,  rental 
property  and  other  kinds  of  investments 
wihout  interference  in  social  security 
payments.  A  retired  person  receiving  $1 
million  or  more  from  such  sources  can 
still  collect  full  benefits.  It  is  only  wages 
and  salaries  that  bring  about  a  reduction 
in  payments — 50  cents  per  dollar  of  in- 
come over  $1,500  and  dollar  for  dollar 
over  $2,700  under  present  law.  As  noted, 
those  figures  would  be  increased  slightly 
under  the  bill,  but  the  discrimination 
against  older  people  who  must  work  to 
supplement  meager  incomes  and  the 
obstacle  to  a  decent  standard  of  living 
will  still  remain. 

I  have  introduced  a  bill  to  remove  the 
outside  earnings  limitation  completely, 
and  I  intend  to  continue  pressing  for 
action  on  it.  It  is  regrettable  that  the 
progress  made  by  the  Senate  in  this  di- 
rection did  not  prevail. 

In  past  years  I  have  also  received 
numerous  letters  from  people  on  old  age 
assistance  who  have  not  received  in- 
creased benefits  when  Federal  payments 
for  that  purpose  have  gone  up.  I  believe 
a  pass-along  provision  is  necessary,  and 
regarded  the  $7.50  figure  approved  by  the 
Senate  as  a  minimum.  The  conference 
bill  also  recedes  on  that  figure,  and  the 
bulk  of  the  increase  will  undoubtedly  be 
used  for  savings  to  the  State. 

If  this  bill  were  objectionable  only  be- 
cause it  did  not  go  far  enough  in  im- 
proving the  social  security  system  I  would 
have  few  qualms  about  approving  the 


conference  report  and  then  going  to  work 
on  new  legislation  next  year.  The  proper 
approach  would  be  to  accept  the  great 
gains  that  are  made  in  this  report,  and 
they  are  highly  significant  notwithstand- 
ing the  loss  of  many  important  provisions 
adopted  by  the  Senate.  In  many  respects 
this  bill  is  as  an  historic  step  forward. 

But  I  am  deeply  concerned  about  pro- 
visions in  the  welfare  sections  which  re- 
treat from  values  that  I  think  are  funda- 
mental in  a  just  society. 

There  is  legitimate  reason  for  concern 
over  the  growth  of  welfare  rolls  in  abso- 
lute terms,  particularly  in  aid  to  families 
of  dependent  children — although  it  is 
significant  that  we  are  today  spending  a 
far  smaller  percentage  of  our  total  per- 
sonal income  for  public  assistance  than 
we  were  10  years  ago.  All  of  us  would  pre- 
fer to  see  the  people  who  are  dependent 
on  society  elevated  to  self-sufficiency,  and 
I  have  no  doubt  that  the  recipients  them- 
selves would  rather  be  in  that  status. 
Third  generation  welfare  recipients 
ought  to  be  leading  pioductive  lives. 

But  the  work  and  training  provisions 
of  this  bill  do  not  even  concentrate  on 
people  whose  families  have  been  living 
on  public  assistance  for  several  genera- 
tions. They  apply  across  the  board  in  re- 
quiring AFDC  mothers,  with  a  few  ex- 
ceptions, to  leave  their  children  and  take 
work  or  training.  They  will  apply  to  one 
mother  in  South  Dakota  who  is  an  ex- 
cellent mother  and  homemaker,  and  who 
has  been  praised  by  her  children's  teach- 
ers for  the  fine  job  she  has  done  in 
raising  them,  and  to  thousands  of  others 
in  similar  circumstances  whose  role  in 
the  family  is  far  more  important  to  so- 
ciety than  any  interest  we  might  have 
in  forcing  them  into  a  labor  market  that 
already  has  some  3V2  million  unem- 
ployed. 

It  has  been  argued  that  these  work 
provisions,  and  the  authorization  for  the 
creation  of  jobs,  will  have  a  salutary 
effect  because  it  is  far  better  to  have  peo- 
ple working  at  important  public  tasks 
than  it  is  to  have  them  receiving  pay- 
ments without  contributing  labor  in  re- 
turn. I  am  impressed  by  that  argument. 
At  the  same  time  I  am  surprised  to  hear 
it  from  people  who  just  a  few  weeks  ago 
vigorously  opposed  the  Emergency  Em- 
ployment Act  which  would  have  provided 
jobs  for  unemployed  people  other  than 
AFDC  mothers.  I  cannot  fathom  how  it 
becomes  so  important  to  remove  a 
mother  from  the  home,  to  take  the  chil- 
dren away  from  her  and  put  them  in 
day-care  centers,  and  to  make  her  work 
as  a  precondition  of  receiving  minimal 
support  payments,  when  we  have  so  little 
interest  in  providing  employment  for 
people  who  might  not  have  the  respon- 
sibility to  be  in  the  home  with  the 
children. 

I  am  particularly  disturbed  by  the 
freeze  on  AFDC  rolls  at  an  arbitrary 
level  regardless  of  the  number  of  people 
who  would  otherwise  be  eligible.  Even 
though  it  is  geared  to  population  growth, 
this  provision  will  leave  States  who  have 
a  disproportionate  rise  in  AFDC  cases, 
through  migration,  localized  economic 
difficulties  or  other  causes,  with  a  choice 
of  bearing  all  of  the  increased  costs 
themselves  or  else  cutting  off  assistance 
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to  people  who  might  be  In  desperate 
need.  I  know  of  no  Senator  who  can  say 
that  his  State  wants  to  make  that  pain- 
ful choice. 

The  Senate  is  anxious  to  complete  its 
work  on  this  measure.  In  voting  on  the 
conference  report,  however,  I  believe  we 
ought  to  be  fully  aware  of  its  inade- 
quacies and  of  its  defects,  and  that  we 
should  move  to  remedy  these  problems 
early  in  1968. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  this  is  not 
a  body  that  is  unused  to  compromise.  In 
order  to  get  a  fat  chicken,  all  of  us  are 
willing  to  accept  a  few  pinf eathers. 

The  increased  benefits  that  the  social 
security  bill  will  provide  are  certainly 
of  tremendous  importance  to  American 
disabled  workers,  widows,  and  retirees. 
But  in  order  to  achieve  benefits  for  these 
people,  the  conference  report  would  re- 
quire us  to  damage  seriously  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  thousands  of  other, 
equally  needy  citizens. 

I  doubt  whether  the  trade  is  a  good 
one.  I  find  the  abundance  of  pinfeathers 
very  bitter  in  my  mouth. 

Many  retiree  groups  in  my  own  State, 
greatly  to  their  credit  have  urged  me  to 
join  in  sending  the  bill  back  to  confer- 
ence because  of  the  regressive  measures 
it  involves. 

The  conference  report  has  a  "give" 
section  and  a  "take  away"  section.  The 
"give"  section,  in  my  opinion,  is  not  an 
overly  generous  one.  I  supported  the 
higher  benefit  increases  proposed  by  the 
junior  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Kennedy]  . 

The  increases  we  are  considering  today 
barely  will  bring  real  income,  after  the 
inflation  factor  is  deducted,  back  to  what 
was  paid  in  1950.  Then,  in  return  for 
this  inadequate  package,  we  are  asked  to 
set  percentage  limits  that  will  allow  wel- 
fare aid  to  some  children  but  will  put 
other  youngsters — equally  in  need  of 
help — outside  the  quota  simply  because 
they  picked  an  unfortunate  time  to  be 
born. 

In  an  avowed  effort  to  crack  down  on 
freeloaders,  we  are  asked  to  set  standards 
that  will  force  many  honestly  unem- 
ployed fathers  to  leave  their  homes  so 
that  their  families  may  qualify  for  help. 

And  even  the  mother  is  being  pressed 
to  leave  the  home — at  least  during  the 
daytime  working  hours.  Does  this  con- 
tribute to  tranquility  in  the  ghettos  of 
the  country? 

Some  may  remember  from  earlier  Sen- 
ate debate  my  convictions  as  a  father  of 
eight  that  a  child  needs  its  mother  at 
home  at  least  during  the  hours  the  child 
is  there.  As  he  grows  older,  the  need  in- 
creases, not  diminishes. 

Certainly  we  want  to  encourage  people 
to  be  self-supporting.  Of  course,  we  are 
all  disgusted  with  anyone  who  refuses 
the  opportunity  to  work.  But  in  order  tp 
kill  one  unwanted  chicken,  we  are  firing 
into  the  whole  flock. 

These  provisions  will  disrupt  family 
unity  and  will  contribute  to  the  break- 
down of  many  homes  that  are  earnestly 
endeavoring  to  stay  together  while  hon- 
estly waiting  and  striving  for  economic 
betterment. 

In  these  particulars,  the  conference 
report  is  a  harsh  document.  It  is  my 
conclusion  that  the  measure  should  be 


reconsidered  and  reworked  before  we 
can  grant  its  approval. 

Concern  as  to  the  consequences  which 
might  follow  from  fixing  into  law  certain 
of  the  provisions  of  the  report  has  been 
expressed  from  many  responsible 
sources.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a 
few  of  these  messages  addressed  to  me  be 
made  a  part  of  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele- 
grams were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Detroit,  Mich., 
December  13, 1967. 

Senator  Philip  A.  Hart, 
Old  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

I  urge  you  to  vote  against  the  proposed 
social  security  bill  as  developed  in  the  Joint 
conference  report  since  it  includes  a  provi- 
sion that  acts  to  punish  America's  poor.  The 
section  of  the  bill  freezing  the  number  of 
children  whose  welfare  payments  can  be  fi- 
nanced by  the  Federal  Government  after  Jan- 
uary 1,  1968,  is  a  step  backward  that  our  Na- 
tion can  ill  afford  to  take. 

Jerome  P.  Cavanagh, 
Mayor,  City  of  Detroit. 

Washington,  D.C., 

December  12, 1967. 

Senator  Philip  A.  Hart, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Public  assistants  and  welfare  provisions  of 
1967  social  security  amendments  approved 
by  conference  committee  represent  major  re- 
treat from  gains  won  over  many  years. 
Freezing  of  rolls  on  aid  to  dependent  chil- 
dren and  compulsory  work  programs  are 
punitive  and  regressive  in  effect  and  would 
work  hardship  not  only  on  the  poor  but  on 
State  and  municipal  welfare  resources.  We 
urge  your  firm  support  of  Senate  version  of 
bill. 

Arthur  S.  Flemming, 
President,  National  Council  of  Churches, 

New  York,  N.Y., 
December  12, 1967. 

Hon.  Philip  A.  Hart, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  Board  of  Social  Ministry,  Lutheran 
Church  in  America,  is  opposed  to  the  regres- 
sive public  welfare  measures  embodied  in  the 
conference  report  on  the  social  security 
amendments  of  1967.  We  support  you  in  your 
efforts  to  keep  the  substance  of  the  Senate 
bill. 

Cedric  W.  Tllberg, 
Secretary  for  Program  and  Leadership. 

New  York,  JT.Y., 
December  11,  1967. 

Hon.  Philip  A.  Hart, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

In  view  coercive  discriminatory  provisions 
H.B.  12080  with  respect  public  assistance 
(AFDC)  as  reported  conference  committee, 
urge  vote  against  bill  or  return  conference 
with  instruction  retain  Senate  provisions. 
Rev.  Rein  hart  B.  Gutmann, 
Executive  Secretary,  Division  of  Com- 
munity   Service    Executive  Council 
Episcopal  Church. 

Grand  Rapids,  Mich., 

December  12,  1967. 

Senator  Philip  Hart, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  Kent  County  Board  of  Social  Services 
urgently  requests  that  H.R.  12080  be  re- 
turned to  conference  committee  for  the  pur- 
pose of  reconsidering  and  eliminating  the 
freeze  on  ADFC  and  removing  the  require- 
ment of  substantial  connection  with  the 
labor  force  in  cases  of  unemployed  fathers 


of  dependent  children  these  restrictions  are 
definitely  against  the  welfare  of  the  needy 
children  of  this  community  and,  by  trans- 
ferring their  care  to  local  government  at 
which  must  be  of  a  lower  standard  because 
of  limited  local  fiscal  ability,  will  neverthe- 
less impose  extreme  financial  burdens  upon 
this  county. 

Msgr.  Joseph  C.  Walen, 

Chairman. 

Peter  Brower, 

Vice  Chairman. 
Rupert  Kennetle, 

Chairman,  Director. 

Jackson,  Mich., 
December  13,  1967. 
Senator  Philip  A.  Hart, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  Michigan  State  Association  of  County 
Officials  urgently  requests  that  HJt.  12080 
be  returned  to  conference  committee  for  the 
purpose  of  reconsidering  and  eliminating  the 
freeze  on  AFDC  and  removing  the  require- 
ments of  substantial  connection  with  the 
labor  force  in  cases  of  unemployed  fathers 
of  dependent  children. 

These  restrictions  are  definitely  against 
the  welfare  of  the  needy  children  of  this 
state  and  will  impose,  by  transferring  their 
care  to  local  government  at  which  must  be 
a  lower  standard  because  of  limited  local 
financial  ability,  impose  extreme  financial 
burden  on  local  government. 

Douglas  Burleigh, 
President,  Michigan  State  Association 
of  Administrative  Officers. 

Grand  Rapids,  Mich., 

December  12,  1967. 

Senator  Philip  Hart, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington.,  D.C.: 

The  Kent  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
urgently  requests  the  H.R.  12080  be  returned 
to  conference  committee  for  the  purpose  of 
reconsidering  and  eliminating  the  freeze  of 
AFDC  and  removing  the  requirement  of  sub- 
stantial connection  with  the  labor  force  in 
cases  of  unemployed  fathers  of  dependent 
children.  These  restrictions  are  definitely 
against  the  welfare  of  the  needy  children  of 
this  community  and,  by  transferring  their 
care  to  local  government  at  which  must  be 
of  a  lower  standard  because  of  limited  local 
fiscal  ability,  will  nevertheless  impose  ex- 
treme financial  burdens  upon  this  county. 

Leonard  Anderson, 
Kent  County  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Detroit,  Mich., 
December  12,  1967. 

Senator  Philip  Hart, 
Senate  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  anti-welfare  provisions  of  the  welfare 
bill  must  be  defeated  if  this  is  not  impossible 
then  kill  the  bill.  Sincerely  yours, 

ROCHELLE  McCOULLOUGH, 

WCO  Welfare  Union. 

Detroit,  Mich., 
December  14,  1967. 
Senator  Philip  A.  Hart, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Please  continue  fighting  for  a  decent  wel- 
fare bill  you  have  our  support. 

Mart  Mathews, 
Chairman,  West  Side  Mothers  ADC. 

Flint,  Mich., 
December  12,  1967. 

Senator  Philip  A.  Hart, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Flint  area  social  workers  know  you  share 
our  chagrin  that  HR.  12080  conferees  failed 
to  hold  to  their  Senate  passed  liberalizing 
amendments,  particularly  upon  public  wel- 
fare provisions.  We  strongly  urge  send  bill 
back  to  conference  with  instructions  at  min- 
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imum  to  eliminate  AFDC  fr»eze  and  restore 
Senate-passed  resolutions  for  exemption  of 
mothers  of  preschool  children  from  require- 
ment to  take  jobs;  also  as  regards  job  re- 
quirements for  mothers  or  school  age  chil- 
dren. These  are  punitive  restrictions.  Cost  to 
Genesee  County  alone  would  be  staggering  in 
local  tax  funds  and  in  acute  deprivation  of 
children. 

Murray  M.  Eisen, 
President,    Flint   Area    Chapter  Na- 
tional Association  of  Social  Work- 
ers. 

Battle  Cejkek,  Mich., 

December  14, 1967. 

Senator  Philip  A.  Hart, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  Southwestern  Michigan  Chapter  of  the 
National  Association  of  Social  Workers  de- 
plores the  ADC  freeze  and  loss  of  Federal 
funds  to  Michigan  recipients  in  H.R.  12080. 
Urge  you  to  block  or  amend  in  whatever  way 
possible. 

Donald  Thacker, 
ACSW,  Chairman,  Social  Action  Com- 
mittee. 

Grand  Rapids,  Mich., 

December  12,  1967. 

Senator  Philip  A.  Hart, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  Michigan  Association  of  County  Social 
Services  Boards  and  Directors  urgently  re- 
quests that  H.R.  12080  be  returned  to  con- 
ference committee  for  the  purpose  Of  recon- 
sidering and  eliminating  the  freeze  on  AFDC 
and  removing  the  requirement  of  substantial 
connection  with  the  labor  force  in  cases  of 
unemployed  fathers  of  dependent  children. 
These  restrictions  are  definitely  against  the 
welfare  of  the  needy  children  of  this  State 
and,  by  transferring  their  care  to  local  gov- 
ernment at  which  must  be  of  a  lower  stand- 
ard because  of  limited  local  fiscal  ability, 
will  nevertheless  impose  extreme  financial 
burdens  upon  local  government. 

The  Executive  Committee, 
By  Peter  Browee, 
President,  State  Association  County 
Social  Services  Board  and  Director. 

Washington,  D.C., 

Deoember  11,  1967. 
Senator  Philip  A.  Hart, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

The  National  Association  of  Social  Work- 
ers is  deeply  concerned  about  restrictive  wel- 
fare provisions  in  conference  report  on  H.R. 
12080 — the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1967.  Compulsory  work  requirements  on 
mothers  with  small  children  and  the  AFDC 
freeze  must  be  eliminated.  Respectfully  re- 
quest that  you  not  approve  conference  re- 
port but  refer  it  back  with  request  that  new 
conferees  be  appointed. 

Charles  I.  Schottland, 
President,    National    Association  of 
Social  Workers. 

THE    INADEQUACIES    OP    THS    SOCIAL  SECURITY 
CONFERENCE  RBPORT 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  I  was  a  little  astounded  to 
learn  that  the  social  security  conference 
report  was  adopted  before  10  o'clock  yes- 
terday morning  by  a  voice  vote.  I  was  a 
little  a  surprised  because  I  thought  it 
was  obvious  to  most  of  the  Members  of 
the  Senate  that  at  least  several  Senators 
were  not  satisfied  with  the  conference 
report,  and  had  decided  that  its  inade- 
quacies at  least  needed  to  be  exposed.  I 
was  gratified  by  the  action  of  our  able 
majority  leader  in  his  allowing  us  to  at 
least  reconsider  this  hasty,  ill-advised 
action. 


The  social  security  conference  report 
is  before  us,  although  I  do  not  recognize 
it  for  the  progressive  document  that  the 
Senate  recently  overwhelmingly  passed. 
All  the  months  of  hard  work,  all  the 
millions  of  words  in  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee sessions  are  seemingly  wasted  on 
this  curious  conference  report.  If  we 
defeat  the  conference  report  now  it  will 
mean  a  temporary  setback  to  those  who 
know  so  well  the  desperate  need  for 
more  equitable  benefits. 

If  we  accept  this  regressive,  almost  em- 
barrassing conference  report,  we  will  be 
giving  our  least  efforts  to  all  the  requests 
we  have  made  for  a  more  realistic  social 
security  benefit  schedule.  We  will  be  an- 
nouncing to  millions  of  Americans  who 
depend  on  us  that  although  we  have 
promised  them  something  better,  we  are 
going  to  give  them  something  very 
shabby  instead.  This  report,  if  accepted, 
will  be  an  easy  explanation  for  the  per- 
sistence of  poverty.  In  it  we  will  have  de- 
prived thousands  of  children  of  needed 
welfare  assistance  who,  through  no  fault 
of  their  own,  were  born  in  poverty.  We 
will  have  also  forced  mothers  to  leave 
their  homes  and  go  to  work  at  a  critical 
stage  in  their  childrens'  development. 

And,  among  other  things,  we  will  have 
provided  less  than  the  minimum  across- 
the-board  increase  for  which  we  had  all 
hoped. 

The  easy  solution  to  our  dilemma  is  to 
accept  the  conference  report;  however,  I 
believe  we  must  muster  a  little  more 
courage  and  reject  the  conference  report 
and  request  another  conference.  There 
we  must  make  a  greater  effort  to  correct 
the  wrongs  and  the  setbacks  we  are  about 
to  perpetuate. 

My  criticism  of  the  conference  report  is 
directed  at  several  major  decisions  made 
during  the  conference. 

Foremost  among  many  unfortunate 
decisions  was  the  cutback  in  social  se- 
curity benefits,  from  an  average  of  15 
percent  to  an  average  of  13  percent. 

It  is  ironic  that  at  about  the  time  the 
conferees  were  reaching  their  final  con- 
clusions, the  Senate  Special  Committee 
on  Aging  was  hearing  from  economists 
and  others  who  warned  that  social  secur- 
ity is  running  a  poor  race  with  poverty 
among  the  elderly. 

Here,  for  example,  is  what  the  Na- 
tional Council  on  the  Aging  had  to  tell 
us: 

The  Social  Security  amendments  recom- 
mended this  year  by  the  President  would 
increase  the  minimum  annual  benefit  to  $840 
per  year  for  an  individual  and  $1,260  per  year 
for  a  couple.  The  15  per  cent  increase  would 
mean  that  the  average  Social  Security  bene- 
fit would  still  be  slightly  below  the  poverty 
level.  Thus  does 'the  Government  fight  a  war 
on  poverty  on  the  one  hand  and  propose 
legislation  bound  to  perpetuate  poverty  on 
the  other. 

The  witness,  of  course,  was  talking 
about  the  15-percent  increase  in  the  Sen- 
ate bill,  not  the  13-percent  increase  ad- 
vanced in  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  President,  many  of  the  disappoint- 
ments that  have  occurred  during  the  first 
session  of  the  90th  Congress  are  rooted 
in  harsh  realities  such  as  the  tremendous 
and  unquestioned  costs  of  the  war  in 
Vietnam  and  our  other  defense  programs. 
Jeweldean  Jones,  associate  director  of 


the  National  Urban  League,  made  the 
point  in  the  clearest  and  most  succinct 
manner  I  have  heard  when  she  said: 

Not  only  materialistic  goals,  but  scientific, 
technological,  and  military  aims  absorb  us. 
We  are  skilled  in  the  art  of  war;  we  are  un- 
skilled in  the  art  of  peace.  We  are  proficient 
in  the  art  of  killing;  we  are  ignorant  in  the 
are  of  living.  Somewhere  in  the  scheme  of 
things,  these  values  must  be  reordered.  This 
must  be  reflected  in  the  re-allocation  of  our 
national  expenditures.  Basic  human  quali- 
ties have  to  receive  our  highest  priority,  or 
progress  on  all  other  fronts  becomes  mean- 
ingless. 

The  low  priority  given  to  such  values  is 
evident  when  you  read  the  social  secu- 
rity conference  report.  It  was  strikingly 
expressed  in  the  decisions  to  eliminate 
the  Senate  provision  of  the  bill  to  exempt 
mothers  from  working;  to  prohibit  a 
father  from  receiving  welfare  benefits  if 
he  is  getting  unemployment  compensa- 
tion; to  recede  on  earnings  exemptions 
that  were  more  realistic  in  the  Senate - 
passed  bill;  to  permit  a  freeze  on  the 
number  of  children  on  ADC ;  to  eliminate 
my  amendment  which  would  have  aided 
children  in  foster  homes  on  a  similar 
basis  that  such  aid  is  now  provided  to 
children  receiving  AFDC;  and  the  arbi- 
trary decisions  to  eliminate  every  other 
liberalizing,  humane,  progressive  and 
realistic  provision  that  the  Senate  in- 
cluded in  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  very  much  con- 
cerned and  disturbed  by  the  conference 
report  on  the  social  security  amend- 
ments. I  am  hopeful  that  we  will  demon- 
strate the  courage  of  our  convictions  by 
refusing  to  accept  the  compromise  we 
have  before  us.  We  are  capable  of  so 
much  more.  These  millions  of  Americans 
deserve  so  much  more. 

I  realize  that  it  is  almost  futile,  but  I 
would  like  to  see  a  new  conference  con- 
vened to  produce  a  truly  equitable  bill. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  telegram  from 
the  Governor  of  the  State  of  Washington 
on  the  subject  of  the  social  security  leg- 
islation be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  telegram 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Olympia,  Wash., 
December  13, 1967. 
Senator  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 
Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Conference  version  H.R.  12080  has  many 
excellent  provisions  but  we  strongly  object 
to  certain  provisions  which  will  seriously 
impair  the  public  assistance  program  in  this 
State. 

1.  Limitation  on  Federal  participation  in 
AFDC  for  children  deprived  by  absence  to 
proportion  existing  in  1st  quarter  1968.  This 
State  is  under  threat  of  a  restraining  order 
which  could  remove  residence  requirements 
and  increase  the  proportion  of  population 
technically  eligible  for  AFDC.  A  maximum 
related  to  proportion  prior  to  removal  of  res- 
idence is  inappropriate.  Population  estimates 
neither  sufficiently  refined  nor  timely  to  be 
effective  or  equitable  as  caseload  controls. 
Although  we  share  with  Congress  its  concern 
with  the  AFDC  program  States  such  as  Wash- 
ington which  have  rehabilitated  AFDC  moth- 
ers and  kept  caseloads  down  are  penalized. 

2.  Requirements  for  substantial  attach- 
ment to  labor  force  to  be  eligible  for  AFDC 
penalizes  an  unemployed  family  which  stays 
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together  since  If  the  father  were  to  leave 
home  his  family  would  then  be  eligible  for 
AFDC. 

3.  We  oppose  transfer  of  the  community 
work  and  training  program  currently  ad- 
ministered by  local  public  offices  to  the  De- 
partment of  Labor  with  its  concentration  of 
authority  at  the  Federal  level.  Local  public 
assistance  agencies  have  greater  knowledge 
of  work  and  training  needs  of  recipients 
and  could  affect  more  timely  assignments. 
The  State  of  Washington  has  current  assist- 
ance standards,  provides  a  broad  medical 
care  program,  rehabilitative  services,  and  is 
Interested  in  a  good  welfare  program.  We 
urge  that  H.R.  12080  be  returned  to  confer- 
ence for  further  consideration  and  appro- 
priate changes  in  these  three  critical  areas. 

Daniel  J.  Evans, 
Governor,  State  of  Washington. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
in  great  sympathy  with  what  the  Gov- 
ernor of  Washington  proposes  in  view  of 
the  conference  version  of  the  bill. 

Had  I  had  a  chance  to  vote  to  recom- 
mit the  bill,  I  would  have  done  so  in  the 
hope  that  some  of  the  provisions  would 
have  been  changed.  However,  with  the 
legislative  situation  as  it  is  now  in  both 
the  House  and  the  Senate,  we  are  re- 
quired to  vote  the  social  security  con- 
ference report  up  or  down. 

I  would  not  want  to  vote  "no"  on  this 
matter  because  the  measure  does  con- 
tain many  good  features.  It  would  afford 
a  lot  of  needed  relief  in  this  field  to  many 
people. 

I  hope  that  in  the  very  near  future  we 
will  have  a  chance,  in  the  next  session, 
to  legislate  further  on  some  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  conference  report  with 
which  I  did  not  agree. 

I  am  in  entire  agreement  with  the 
Governor  of  Washington  In  his  state- 
ment. However,  we  did  not  have  a  chance 
during  this  legislative  session  to  vote  in, 
at  least  as  he  points  out,  three  critical 
areas  of  the  bill  which  need  further 
consideration. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
President,  the  emotional  debate  over  the 
Senate's  vote  on  the  social  security  con- 
ference report  has  treated  in  depth  the 
harsh  and  restrictive  provisions  imposed 
on  welfare  recipients.  It  has  highlighted 
the  inadequacy  of  the  increase  in  social 
security  benefits.  It  has  dramatized  the 
Federal  Government's  retreat  from  its 
pledge  to  the  States  for  participation  in 
the  medicaid  program.  In  short,  the  de- 
bate has  shown  that  the  Senate  should 
not  accept  this  conference  report  without 
firm  assurances  that  early  next  year  we 
will  have  a  chance  to  reopen  the  whole 
matter. 

When  the  implications  of  this  bill  are 
fully  understood  in  our  statehouse,  in 
our  city  halls,  in  our  senior  citizen's 
homes,  in  our  welfare  offices,  and  in  our 
ghettos.  I  believe  that  there  will  be  a 
very  much  higher  degree  of  dissatisfac- 
tion with  this  bill  than  there  now  is.  By 
accepting  this  report,  I  think  we  will  light 
a  fuse.  The  length  of  that  fuse  will  be 
determined  by  our  commitment  to  early 
corrective  action  next  year,  if  the  Senate 
votes  today  to  accept  the  report. 

Let  me  cite  briefly  a  number  of  the  bad 
provisions  in  the  bill.  The  conference  re- 
port now  forces  mothers  to  work  If  they 
are  to  get  their  ADC  payments.  The  con- 
ference report  freezes  the  number  of  chil- 


dren that  can  receive  ADC  payments. 
The  conference  report  does  not  require 
that  the  increase  in  social  security  bene- 
fits will  be  passed  en  to  all  recipients, 
because  there  is  no  maintenance  of  effort 
requrement  in  old  age  assistance  pay- 
ments. The  conference  report  ignores 
both  the  President  and  the  Senate  in 
raising  social  security  benefits  only  13 
percent — when  what  we  really  need  is  a 
20  percent  increase.  The  conference  re- 
port would  produce  a  nearly  $2  billion 
surplus  in  calendar  year  1968 — a  regres- 
sive and  harsh  tax  increase  with  no  cor- 
responding benefit  increase.  The  confer- 
ence report  restricts  arbitrarily  the  earn- 
ings exemption  which  was  liberalized  so 
greatly  in  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill. 

For  all  these  reasons,  and  many  more 
besides,  this  bill  should  today  be  rejected 
and  a  pledge  made  taht  next  year  our 
first  order  of  business  will  be  the  crafting 
of  a  fair,  meaningful,  and  progressive 
social  security  bill. 

The  nationwide  support  for  rejecting 
this  report  can  only  be  declared  over- 
whelming. The  National  Council  of  Sen- 
ior Citizens,  the  National  Farmers  Union 
the  Railway  Labor  Executives  Associa- 
tion, the  Americans  for  Democratic  Ac- 
tion, the  Industrial  Union  Department  of 
the  AFL-CIO,  the  AFL-CIO,  -the  Amer- 
ican Veteran's  Committee,  the  Leader- 
ship Conference  on  Civil  Rights,  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Social  Workers,  the 
Child  Welfare  League  of  America,  the 
Medical  Committee  for  Human  Rights, 
the  National  Conference  of  Catholic 
Charities,  the  Division  of  Community 
Services  of  the  Episcopal  Church — all 
these  national  organizations  and  more 
have  urged  me  to  reject  the  conference 
report  as  unsound,  unsatisfactory,  and 
disruptive. 

This  nationwide  sentiment  has  been 
echoed  in  Massachusetts.  Mayor  John 
Collins,  of  Boston,  Gov.  John  Volpe,  of 
the  Commonwealth,  Mrs.  Larue  Kemper 
of  the  Social  Concerns  Committee  in 
Northampton,  the  Massachusetts  Chap- 
ter of  the  ADA,  the  Jewish  Committee 
Council  of  Metropolitan  Boston,  the 
Right  Rev.  Joseph  T.  Alves,  of  the  Massa- 
chusetts Chapter  of  the  NASW,  Mr.  John 
Sweeney,  of  the  Massachusetts  Commis- 
sion on  Aging,  Mr.  Neil  Rosenberg,  pres- 
ident, Greater  New  Bedford  Retired 
Workers  Council  UAW — all  these  have 
urged  me  to  vote  to  reject  the  conference 
report. 

We  must  not  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that 
many  millions  of  Americans  depend  upon 
the  various  provisions  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  for  brightening  their  lives.  We 
must  not  let  our  concern  over  the  pages 
of  an  accountant's  ledger  obscure  our 
concern  for  the  dignity  of  every  individ- 
ual American.  Our  stature  as  a  nation 
will  be  measured  by  whether  we  carry 
out  our  commitment  to  democracy— 
to  fairness  of  treatment  for  all. 

I  urge  the  Senate  to  reject  this  con- 
ference report. 

CHILDREN  ARE  THE  VICTIMS 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
voting  against  the  conference  reoprt  on 
the  social  security  bill  solely  as  a  pro- 
test against  some  of  the  unfortunte  wel- 
fare provisions  which  were  added  in  the 
House.  I  strongly  support  strengthening 


and  improving  our  social  security  sys- 
tem. I  supported  the  Senate  version  of 
the  bill  which  was  clearly  a  better  bill. 

There  are  many  excellent  features  in 
the  bill  approved  by  the  conference  com- 
mittee, but  there  are  a  few  very  bad 
features  too,  and  I  do  not  think  these  can 
be  allowed  to  pass  without  some  con- 
scientious objections  being  registered. 

The  House  wrote  into  the  legislation 
a  freeze  on  funds  used  to  provide 
monthly  assistance  to  dependent  chil- 
dren, without  taking  into  account  the 
effect  that  this  will  have  on  many  thou- 
sands of  innocent  children  all  across  the 
country.  This  provision  will  create  hard- 
ship. Furthermore,  it  will  add  an  op- 
pressive additional  burden  to  the  local 
property  tax. 

The  reason  we  have  a  program  of  aid 
to  dependent  children  is  because  the  peo- 
ple of  this  country  do  not  believe  that 
little  children  should  be -made  to  suffer 
unduly  as  a  result  of  disruptions  in  their 
family,  such  as  the  death  of  their  wage- 
earning  father.  The  enactment  of  this 
House  provision  would  mean  that  many 
children  simply  will  be  denied  the  bene- 
fits which  the  law  entitles  them  to.  The 
only  alternative  will  be  for  the  cities  or 
the  States,  out  of  their  own  sense  of 
humanity,  to  step  in  and  supply  the 
needed  funds.  It  will  be  extremely  diffi- 
cult for  the  cities  and  States  to  do  this. 
In  many  cases,  legislative  bodies  which 
must  approve  such  expenditures  will  not 
even  be  meeting  in  the  coming  year. 

Consequently,  I  feel  that  I  must  in 
good  conscience  vote  against  this  bill  to 
dramatize  the  lack  of  wisdom,  the  sheer 
lack  of  human  consideration,  in  writing 
this  feature  into  the  bill. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  am  glad 
to  vote  for  the  bill  before  us. 

Social  security  amendments  always 
present  difficult  problems.  C  l  one  hand, 
benefit  increases  are  never  as  high  as 
beneficiaries  hope  they  will  be  to  enable 
them  to  keep  pace  with  the  increases  in 
living  costs.  On  the  other  hand,  the  taxes 
on  earnings  against  both  employer  and 
employee  cJike,  which  the  Congress  must 
levy  to  support  the  trust  fund  from  which 
the  payments  are  made,  are  also  difficult 
to  bear — particularly  v/itl.  respect  to  the 
younger  employer  and  employees.  But  the 
amendments  we  adopt  today  are  helpful 
and  progressive,  and  I  shall  attempt  to 
name  some  of  them  in  a  very  simple 
fashion. 

First,  I  think  the  average  increase  of  13 
percent  in  monthly  benefits  will  help 
social  security  beneficaries  reach  a 
higher  standard  of  living  than  they  have 
been  able  to  have  before.  The  minimum 
monthly  benefit  has  been  increased  from 
$44  to  $55  per  month. 

Second,  beneficiaries  may  now  earn  up 
to  $1,680  per  annum  without  any  deduc- 
tion from  their  benefits,  as  compared  to 
the  present  $1,500.  They  will  also  be  able 
to  earn  up  to  $2,880  with  only  a  50-per- 
cent deduction  in  benefits,  as  compared 
to  the  present  $2,700  cutoff  point. 

Very  important,  children  who  become 
totally  disable  at  a  young  age  will  now 
be  able  to  have  a  better  insured  status 
than  before. 

The  bill  includes  a  provision  which  will 
make  it  possible  for  an  individual  to  re- 
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ceive  reimbursement  under  medicare  for 
emergency  services  received  in  a  non- 
participating  hospital.  The  bill  provides 
an  individual  with  a  lifetime  reserve  of 
60  days  of  additional  coverage  under 
medicare  for  inpatient  hospital  care, 
which  can  be  used  after  the  exhaustion 
of  the  90  days  of  entitlement  of  hospital 
services  during  any  spell  of  illness.  This 
will  prevent  the  too  early  discharge  of 
patients. 

The  bill  also  raises  the  special  pay- 
ments to  those  persons  over  72  who  are 
not  receiving  any  monthly  payments 
from  Federal  funds,  and  are  not  insured, 
from  $35  to  $40  per  month  for  a  single 
person,  and  from  $52.50  to  $60  per  month 
for  a  couple. 

The  most  controversial  issue  in  the 
social  security  amendments  relates  to 
the  welfare  provisions  and  their  effect 
upon  both  the  poor  and  needy  and  the 
average  taxpayer  in  our  country.  It  is 
my  belief  that  every  effort  must  be  made 
to  break  the  cycle  of  poverty  and  de- 
pendency which  exists  for  so  many  people 
in  our  Nation.  This  bill  provides  for  work 
and  training  programs  to  enable  those  on 
welfare  to  become  wage  earners.  The 
programs  also  include  an  incentive  to 
work  rather  than  to  remain  on  the  wel- 
fare rolls,  and  offer  the  possibility  for 
regular  employment  and  thus,  independ- 
ence. Yet,  these  provisions  will  provide 
continuing  security.  I  believe  that  it  is 
essential  that  people  be  given  the  op- 
portunity to  provide  for  their  own  fu- 
tures. The  purpose  of  the  social  security 
program  is  to  provide  for  security  from 
dependency.  The  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1967  are  helpful  toward  the 
attainment  of  these  goals  for  every 
American,  and  this  is  the  basic  reason 
why  I  support  the  bill. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  ask  the  Chair  exactly  what  it  is  we  are 
voting  on. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  hour 
of  11:30  having  arrived,  the  Senate,  un- 
der the  previous  unanimous- consent 
agreement,  will  now  proceed  to  vote  on 
the  adoption  of  the  conference  report  on 
H.R.  12080.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD  (after  having  voted 
in  the  affirmative).  Mr.  President,  on 
this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with  the  distin- 
guished Senator,  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long].  If  he  were  present  and  voting, 
he  would  vote  "yea."  If  I  were  permitted 
to  vote,  I  would  vote  "nay."  Therefore 
I  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  CLARK  (after  having  voted  in 
the  negative) .  Mr.  President,  on  this  vote 
I  have  a  live  pair  with  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Mon- 
roney].  If  he  were  present  and  voting, 
he  would  vote  "yea."  If  I  were  permitted 
to  vote,  I  would  vote- "nay."  Therefore, 
I  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia  (after 
having  voted  in  the  affirmative).  Mr. 
President,  on  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening].  If  he  were  present  and 
voting,  he  would  vote  "nay."  If  I  were 
permitted  to  vote,  I  would  vote  "yea." 
Therefore  I  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an- 


nounce that  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Bartlett],  the  Senator  from  Indi- 
ana [Mr.  Bayh],  the  Senator  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan],  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mc- 
Carthy], the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Monroney],  and  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Inoxjye],  the  Sen- 
ator from  Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  and  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribi- 
coff]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Bayh],  the  Senator  from  Connec- 
ticut [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
sissippi [Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Inouye],  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribi- 
coff],  and  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Talmadge]  would  each  vote  "yea." 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Bartlett].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  would  vote  "yea,"  and 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  would  vote 
"nay." 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel], 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Mur- 
phy] ,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Percy],  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Scott]  are  necessarily  ab- 
sent. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Al- 
lott]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Allott],  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Murphy],  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Percy],  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott] 
would  each  vote  "yea." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  62, 
nays  14,  as  follows: 


Aiken 
Allott 
Bartlett 
Bayh 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 
Clark 
Dodd 
Eastland 


NOT  VOTTNG- 

Ellender 
Gruening 
Inouye 
Jordan,  N.C. 
Kuchel 
Long,  Mo. 
Long,  La. 
Mansfield 
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McCarthy 

Monroney 

Murphy 

Percy 

Prouty 

Ribicoff 

Scott 

Talmadge 


[No.  392  Leg.] 

YEAS — 62 

Anderson 

Griffin 

Morton 

Baker 

Hansen 

Moss 

Bennett 

Hartke 

Mundt 

Bible 

Hatfield 

Muskle 

Boggs 

Hayden 

Pastore 

Brewster 

Hickenlooper 

Pearson 

Burdick 

Hill 

Pell 

Byrd,  Va. 

Holland 

Randolph 

Cannon 

Hollings 

Russell 

Carlson 

Hruska 

Smathera 

Church 

Jackson 

Smith 

Cooper 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Sparkman 

Cotton 

Lausche 

Spong 

Curtis 

Magnuson 

Stennis 

Dirksen 

McClellan 

Symington 

Dominick 

McGee 

Thurmond 

Ervin 

McGovern 

Tower 

Fannin 

Mclntyre 

Williams,  Del. 

Fong 

Miller 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Fulbright 

Montoya 

Young,  Ohio 

Gore 

Morse 

NAYS — 14 

Brooke 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Proxmire 

Case 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Tydings 

Harris 

Metcalf 

Williams,  N.J. 

Hart 

Mondale 

Yarborough 

Javits 

Nelson 

So  the  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  just 
after  the  social  security  bill  passed  the 
Senate,  the  authoritative  New  York 
Times  predicted  that  it  "will  rank  as  the 
year's  outstanding  achievement."  The 
Times  stated  editorially  that  "the 
changes  it  embodies  represent  the  longest 
stride  in  three  decades  toward  the  goal 
of  all  social  insurance — to  make  the  so- 
ciety more  secure  by  providing  sound 
answers  to  the  needs  of  the  people." 

I  certainly  subscribe  to  this  view.  The 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967  add 
new  dimensions  to  our  ability  to  "pro- 
mote the  general  welfare."  In  the  con- 
text of  history,  the  social  security  im- 
provements are  as  forward  looking  and 
as  far  reaching  in  their  implications  for 
the  times  in  which  we  now  live  as  was 
the  original  Social  Security  Act  at  the 
time  it  was  enacted  by  the  Congress  in 
1935.  Social  security  benefits  will  be  in- 
creased for  24  million  persons.  The  medi- 
care program  is  improved  and  extended. 

It  certainly  can  be  said  that  the  two 
committees  of  the  Congress  who  held  the 
major  responsibility  for  this  important 
legislation  spared  no  effort  to  be  sure 
that  the  extensive  hearings  before  both 
the  House  and  the  Senate  afforded  every 
interested  citizen  an  opportunity  to  con- 
tribute his  experience,  his  knowledge,  and 
his  opinion  to  the  end  result.  The  com- 
mittees are  to  be  commended  for  their 
careful  attention  to  an  enormous  body 
of  testimony  on  the  many  complicated 
facets  of  the  bill  under  consideration. 

Not  only  are  social  security  benefits 
improved  for  the  24  million  persons  now 
drawing  benefits  but  they  are  improved 
for  all  persons  contributing  to  the  sys- 
tem— over  80  million  persons. 

CHILD   HEALTH  ACT 

The  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1967  offer  us  many  benchmarks  for  prog- 
ress in  the  years  ahead.  I  would  like  to 
call  your  attention  to  one  section  of  the 
new  legislation,  known  by  its  short  title 
as  The  Child  Health  Act  of  1967,  which 
sets  the  stage  for  a  vast  acceleration  of 
our  efforts  to  insure  the  birthright  of 
health  to  all  children. 

Through  its  provisions,  we  can  look 
forward  to  further  reductions  in  our  in- 
fant mortality  rate.  For  the  first  time, 
family  planning  services  are  specifically 
identified  as  a  regular  part  of  health 
services  to  our  families,  giving  all  of  our 
citizens  the  right  to  make  their  choice 
in  this  important  matter. 

The  amendments  extend  until  June 
30,  1973  the  authorization  for  the  ma- 
ternity and  infant  care  projects  which 
have  made  possible  high  quality  care  for 
large  numbers  of  women  in  low-income 
sections — of  both  our  cities  and  rural 
areas.  This  extension,  plus  the  increased 
amounts  authorized,  will  make  possible 
expansion  in  the  maternity  care  pro- 
gram, will  help  more  women  in  poverty 
to  obtain  good  care  for  themselves  and 
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their  babies,  and  will  promote  major 
growth  in  family  planning  services. 

The  act  provides  for  the  coordination 
of  medical  and  Cental  services  for  chil- 
dren in  the  vital  preschool  and  school 
years  so  that  children  in  families  of  low 
income  will  have  attention  paid  to  their 
health  needs  at  the  time  in  their  lives 
when  they  can  be  of  the  greatest  preven- 
tive benefit.  It  also  includes  provisions 
that  make  possible  more  dental  health 
services  for  children. 

The  act  requires  the  States  to  work 
harder  to  find  children  with  handicap- 
ping conditions  so  that  these  conditions 
can  be  treated  early  in  life.  It  also  makes 
provision  for  the  maximum  use  of  health 
personnel  so  that  our  manpower  in  this 
important  field  can  be  utilized  to  the 
fullest. 

We  must  rely  on  the  children  of  each 
generation  to  carry  forward  the  work  of 
this  great  Nation.  I  am  happy  that  the 
historic  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1967  recognize  our  obligation  to  them 
in  this  meaningful  way.  It  is  an  impor- 
tant and  constructive  provision  of  the 
legislation. 

This  bill  not  only  will  improve  the  lot 
of  many  needy  people  but  ultimately, 
holds  the  prospect  of  considerable  sav- 
ings for  the  taxpayers. 

The  matters  these  committees  deal 
with  range  widely  over  the  span  of  the 
Nation's  problems.  Among  them  is  the 
difficult  problem  of  meeting  the  needs  of 
the  poor,  the  ill,  the  aged,  and  the  handi- 
capped. In  recent  years,  this  problem  has 
grown  in  complication  because  of  many 
forces  at  work  hi  our  society.  Poverty  is 
no  longer  the  problem  of  the  individual 
and  it  cannot  be  corrected  by  telling  the 
individual  to  mend  his  errant  ways.  Pro- 
grams must  deal  with  causes  and  must 
assume,  properly,  it  seems  to  me,  that 
everybody  who  is  dependent  wants  to  be- 
come self-supporting. 

EMPLOYMENT  AS  A  GOAL 

The  legislation  now  under  considera- 
tion, and  shortly  to  become  law,  is  as 
significant  a  piece  of  legislation  as  has 
ever  emerged  from  the  Congress.  It  is 
designed  to  deal  with  causes  and  in  the 
highest  tradition  of  a  democratic  society 
assumes  that  the  way  to  cure  the  prob- 
lem is  to  help  the  individual  to  meet 
and  conquer  his  problems. 

This  legislation,  thi's,  provides  for  the 
States  to  make  an  individual  employ- 
ment plan  for  each  member  of  the  family 
receiving  assistance  for  whom  employ- 
ment is  a  feasible  goal.  For  these  per- 
sons, and  for  all  others  for  whom  em- 
ployment is  not  feasible,  at  this  time, 
the  States  are  required  also  to  develop 
a  plan  for  each  family  designed  to 
strengthen  family  life. 

What  are  the  elements  of  an  employ-, 
ment  plan?  The  proposal,  simply,  is  for 
persons  with  employment  potential  to  be 
tested  and  evaluated  to  see  what  the 
prospects  are  for  their  employment,  and 
what  needs  to  be  done  to  improve  these 
prospects.  The  Department  of  Labor  will 
carry  this  part  of  the  program  and  will 
be  responsible  for  making  a  plan  for  the 
individual  which  will  assure  him,  or  her, 
a  chance  to  improve  his  skills  and  find 
a  job.  For  some  persons,  this  may  mean 
back  to  school  to  make  up  for  education 


missed,  or  to  learn  new  skills  in  a  train- 
ing center,  or  on  a  job.  For  others,  it  may 
mean,  merely,  locating  a  job  for  the  in- 
dividual to  perform.  Inasmuch  as  many 
of  these  potential  workers  are  women, 
with  children,  the  welfare  agencies  are 
responsible  for  making  a  plan  for  child 
care  so  that  the  mother  can  leave  the 
home  and  go  into  her  training  or  em- 
ployment with  the  assurance  that  her 
children  are  well  cared  for.  This  provision 
alone  is  of  tremendous  significance  as 
well  as  controversy.  Its  positive  aspects 
will  afford  the  Nation  an  increase  in 
places  for  children  in  child  care  centers 
which  are  badly  needed.  Many  groups 
have  asked  for  this  kind  of  help. 

STRENGTHENING   FAMILY  LIFE 

Strengthening  family  life,  the  other 
major  goal  of  individual  planning,  is 
very  much  needed.  The  growing  incidence 
of  illegitimacy,  desertion,  and  divorce  is 
of  great  concern  to  all  Americans.  Among 
the  needy,  those  with  limited  educa- 
tion and  poor  parental  background,  these 
problems  are  especially  severe. 

The  unfortunate  children  who  happen 
to  be  illegitimate  must  never  be  pun- 
ished. Every  effort  should  be  made  to 
obtain  support  from  their  parents.  Only 
too  often  these  steps  are  not  taken.  If 
the  children  have  been  deserted,  every 
effort  must  be  taken,  under  this  bill,  to 
use  the  existing  legal  machinery  to  lo- 
cate the  absconding  individual  and  hold 
him  accountable  for  the  money  he  should 
pay  for  the  support  of  his  children. 

Strengthening  family  life  is  more  than 
dealing  with  problems  of  illegitimacy 
and  financial  support.  It  is  helping  fam- 
ilies to  keep  children  in  school,  to  offer 
help  to  mothers  in  learning  the  business 
of  running  a  home,  preparing  nutritious 
foods,  dressing  the  children  and  getting 
them  to  school  on  time.  Many  families 
need  this  help  which,  under  this  legisla- 
tion, can  be  offered  by  the  social  workers 
of  the  agency  or  by  homemakers.  Legis- 
lation enacted  in  1962  made  a  start  in 
the  direction  of  helping  dependent  fam- 
ilies with  their  problem.  The  1967  legis- 
lation provides  further  impetus  in  this 
direction  by  requiring  States  to  provide 
the  necessary  social  services. 

EMERGENCY  AID 

Families  with  emergency  trouble  will 
be  able  to  receive  emergency  assistance 
in  whatever  form  it  is  best  for  them  at 
their  time  of  need.  Families  which  have 
been  burned  out,  suffered  personal  trage- 
dies and  such  will  be  able  to  get  money, 
medical  care,  shelter  provided,  food  sent 
in,  or  whatever  else  is  needed  to  deal 
with  the  crisis.  The  committees  are  to 
be  commended  for  adding  this  provision, 
thus,  recognizing  thajt  emergencies  which 
strike  families  cannot  be  delt  with  by 
business-as-usual  methods. 

Sometimes  emergencies  which  strike 
famihes  reveal  deepseated  problems 
which  establish  that  the  children  are  in 
danger  of  exploitation  or  abuse.  Under 
the  legislation,  States  are  required  to 
have,  in  advance,  plans  to  deal  with 
these  situations.  This  means  working 
closely  with  the  courts  and  being  pre- 
pared, when  necesary,  to  find  places  for 
children  removed  from  the  home  by  the 
courts.  For  these  children,  previous  pro- 
visions have  been  inadequate.  Under  the 


new  legislation,  the  financing  will  be 
sufficient  to  assure  that  the  child  may 
be  placed  in  a  safe  place  with  the  Fed- 
eral Government  paying  its  share  of 
the  cost. 

IMPROVED   MEDICAL  CARE 

A  number  of  provisions  in  the  legisla- 
tion deal  with  the  program  of  medical 
assistance.  In  addition  to  making  certain 
that  the  financing  of  that  program  is 
kept  within  reasonable  limits,  the  legis- 
lation contains  a  number  of  provisions 
which  will  make  more  safe  and  secure 
the  lives  of  those  who  must  live  in  nurs- 
ing homes.  Standards  for  such  homes 
have  not  been  sufficiently  high  to  assure 
that  those  who  must  receive  that  form 
of  care  will  be  properly  cared  for.  Under 
the  bill,  standards  will  be  improved  sev- 
eral ways.  One  of  the  most  interesting 
is  a  provision  that  the  administrators  of 
such  homes  will  need  to  be  licensed  and 
the  States  will  be  obligated  to  provide 
training  programs  for  such  administra- 
tors. The  nursing  home  industry  has 
grown  rapidly  and  not  all  administra- 
tors have  had  training  or  even  valid  ex- 
perience in  the  kind  of  work  they  are 
now  engaged  in.  This  is  unfortunate  and 
has  resulted  in  questionable  care  in  some 
places.  This  legislation  should  correct 
that  problem. 

Provisions  are  included  to  provide  a 
start  for  improved  management  of  medi- 
cal assistance  programs.  One  of  the  areas 
most  in  need  of  attention  is  the  provision 
of  drugs.  The  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  will  be  working 
with  the  States  to  experiment  with  meth- 
ods of  more  efficient  and  economical  ad- 
ministration of  the  drug  parts  of  the  pro- 
gram as  well  as  others.  These  provisions 
will  be  of  benefit  to  all  in  the  community, 
not  only  to  those  who  are  beneficiaries 
of  the  welfare  programs. 

The  question  has  been  raised  that  the 
welfare  provisions  are  negative  or  could 
be  punishing.  If  it  should  turn  out  that 
some  States,  in  their  zeal  to  reduce  the 
costs  of  assistance,  are  punitive  in  their 
approach,  or  if  any  particular  provision 
reveals  itself  to  be  in  and  of  itself  mis- 
chievous, I  am  confident  that  Congress 
will  promptly  respond  with  corrective 
measures. 

In  conclusion,  I  wish  to  stress  the  posi- 
tive features  of  the  legislation.  I  wish  to 
emphasize  the  monumental  aspects  of 
this  great  advance  in  responding  to  the 
needs  of  the  elderly  and  the  less  for- 
tunate. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  when 
the  social  security  bill  came  up  for  pass- 
age in  the  Senate  in  the  form  that  it 
then  existed,  I  voted  against  it,  and  made 
a  statement  for  the  Record. 

Since  I  have  gladly  voted  for  the  con- 
ference report  on  that  bill,  which  has  just 
been  agreed  to — and  I  am  happy  that  it 
has  been  agreed  to — I  wish  to  repeat  for 
the  Record  a  part  of  the  statement  that 
I  made  at  that  time. 

This  is  what  I  said : 

This  is  an  extremely  swollen  bill,  with 
numerous  provisions  in  it  which  cannot  be 
financed,  and  which  I  hope  will  be  cut  out 
in  conference,  so  we  will  have  a  reasonable 
approach  to  this  program,  I  do  not  want  to 
see  our  old  people  persuaded  that  they  have 
something  they  have  not  got,  or  that  Con- 
gress has  done  something  for  them  which  it 
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has  not  done,  because  here  is  a  bill  which 
is  not  properly  financed,  which  could  not 
stand  under  its  own  weight,  and  which  I  hope 
will  come  back,  under  the  able  leadership  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  out  of  conference 
in  a  much  better  form,  so  that  we  may  sup- 
port and  say  to  our  elderly  friends,  "We  have 
given  you  something  that  is  meaningful,  be- 
cause we  have  provided  for  the  payment  of 
the  additional  benefits  which  we  are  voting. 

I  am  happy  that  the  bill  did  come  back 
from  conference  in  accordance  with  the 
hope  that  I  expressed  at  that  time.  The 
conference  bill  is  well  financed,  and  the 
additional  benefits  that  it  affords  to  our 
elderly  people  are  financed  so  that  they 
will  be  paid. 

I  think  that  those  Senators  who  voted 
in  favor  of  the  conference  report  should 
be  very  happy  that  the  conference  report 
was  in  the  form  in  which  it  was. 

I  congratulate  the  Senator  from  Lou- 
isiana, the  chairman  of  our  committee, 
and  our  other  conferees  for  having  par- 
ticipated in  making  the  changes  which 
have  made  the  bill  a  bill  of  which  friends 
of  a  reasonable  social  security  program 
can  be  proud. 

SOUNDNESS  OP  THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  PROGRAM 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  com- 
mend the  Members  of  the  Senate  and 
House  who  served  on  the  social  security 
conference  committee  for  their  diligent 
work  and  for  their  efforts  in  making  this 
much-needed  legislation  a  reality.  The 
members  of  both  the  House  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  and  the  Senate  Fi- 
nance Committee,  and  their  distin- 
guished chairmen,  have  our  commenda- 
tion for  their  dedication  and  diligence  in 
formulating  and  perfecting  the  Social  Se- 
curity Amendments  of  1967.  Once  again 
we  observe  the  soundness  and  adapta- 
bility of  our  social  insurance  system — 
the  fact  that  it  can  be  amended  by  the 
Congress  to  fit  our  constantly  changing 
times. 

THE  ABLE  CHAIRMAN,  SENATOR  LONG  OF  LOUISI- 
ANA AND  REPRESENTATIVE  MILLS 

It  was  my  privilege  to  serve  in  the 
House  with  Wilbur  Mills.  He  is  an  able 
Representative. 

Senator  Long  of  Louisiana  has  proved 
his  leadership  in  social  security  legisla- 
tion. 

The  principle  of  a  financially  sound 
program  is  met  under  present  law  and — 
thanks  largely  to  the  purposeful  and  dili- 
gent work  of  the  gentlemen  in  both  com- 
mittees of  Congress — it  will  continue  to 
be  met  under  the  provisions  of  the  new 
measure  on  its  way  to  the  President  for 
signature.  This  is  in  the  best  tradition  of 
the  program.  Over  the  years,  regardless 
of  political  party,  both  the  Congress  and 
the  executive  branch  have  been  scrupu- 
lous in  providing  for  full  financing  of  all 
program  liberalizations.  The  nature  of 
the  contributory  program,  with  its  huge 
commitments  to  the  future  welfare  of  the 
aged,  the  disabled,  and  the  widows  and 
orphans  of  the  Nation,  demands  and  re- 
ceives this  kind  of  fiscal  responsibility. 
The  congressional  intent  has  always  been 
that  contributions  plus  interest  on  the 
trust  fund  investments  shall  be  sufficient 
to  meet  all  of  the  costs  of  benefits  and 
administration,  now  and  into  the  indefi- 
nite future.  The  new  legislation  adheres 
to  this  intent — and  the  program  under  its 


provisions  will  continue  to  be  self-sup- 
porting. 

The  financing  provisions  are  sufficient 
to  meet  a  large  part  of  the  cost  of  the 
benefit  Improvements  provided.  Part  of 
the  remaining  cost  will  be  financed  by 
an  increase  in  the  contribution  rates  of 
the  program — from  an  ultimate  rate  of 
5.65  percent  for  employers  and  employees 
under  present  law  to  5.9  percent. 

The  remaining  cost  will  be  met  by  an 
increase  in  the  benefit  base — the  annual 
amount  of  earnings  that  is  subject  to  the 
tax  and  counted  toward  benefits — from 
$6,600  to  $7,800.  Keeping  this  base  cur- 
rent is  the  factor  that  determines  how 
effective  is  the  job  that  social  security 
does  in  providing  retirement  security. 
H.R.  12080,  in  raising  the  contribution 
and  benefit  base  to  $7,800,  has  thus  in- 
creased the  retirement  security  of  middle 
and  upper  income  citizens.  It  is  in  the 
best  interest  of  millions  of  persons  to 
raise  the  base.  In  effect,  it  will  enable 
them  to  count  on  much  more  adequate 
benefits  in  retirement  and  in  case  of 
disability,  and  a  much  more  comfortable 
level  of  income  protection  for  their  fam- 
ilies. About  81  percent  of  all  workers  will 
now  have  their  entire  earnings  covered 
by  social  security;  nearly  64  percent  of 
regularly  employed  men  will  have  all 
their  earnings  covered. 

For  these  reasons,  I  appreciate  and 
commend  the  1967  amendments  to  the 
Social  Security  Act.  Some  provisions  are 
not  100 -percent  acceptable  to  many  per- 
sons, but  the  finanical  soundness  of  the 
social  security  program  is  assured.  At  the 
same  time,  proper  consideration  is  given 
to  the  needs  of  our  elderly  citizens.  The 
newest  social  security  measure  is  surely 
one  of  the  outstanding  accomplishments 
of  this  90th  Congress. 

MEDICARE  IMPROVEMENTS 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
social  security  bill  that  we  have  just 
approved  is  an  outstanding  one  in  several 
respects.  Although  the  final  bill  as  agreed 
upon  by  the  House-Senate  conferees  does 
not  include  a  number  of  improvements 
that  we  in  the  Senate  would  have  liked 
to  see  included,  it  is  nevertheless  an  im- 
pressive bill. 

To  me  the  improvements  in  the  medi- 
care program  are  particularly  note- 
worthy— not  so  much  for  the  size  of  the 
improvements  that  are  made  in  the 
medicare  benefits  as  for  what  the  adop- 
tion of  the  amendments  indicates  about 
the  success  of  this  new  part  of  the  social 
security  program.  It  is  only  2  years 
since  health  insurance  for  the  aged  was 
added  to  the  Nation's  basic  system  for 
providing  workers  with  retirement,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance.  We  all 
recall  the  dire  predictions  that  accom- 
panied the  final  adoption  of  the  proposal 
that  had  so  long  been  a  subject  of  con- 
troversy— the  system  would  prove  un- 
workable, the  doctors  would  not  cooper- 
ate, and  so  on.  None  of  these  predictions 
came  true.  Instead,  with  the  cooperation 
of  hospitals  and  other  medical  institu- 
tions, private  insurance  companies, 
physicians,  and  the  senior  citizens  them- 
selves, the  new  program  in  the  short 
space  of  a  year  and  a  half  was  so  well 
established  that  both  Houses  of  the  Con- 


gress were  ready  to  make  minor  adjust- 
ments and  improvements  that  would  help 
the  system  to  operate  more  effectively — 
without  any  talk  of  scrapping  the  system. 

This  bill  will  smooth  out  some  rough 
spots  in  administration — for  example,  it 
will  simplify  collection  and  payment  for 
hospital  outpatient  services  by  consoli- 
dating them  under  one  part  of  the  pro- 
gram, and  will  make  it  easier  for  bene- 
ficiaries to  pay  their  physicians'  bills  by 
allowing  them  to  claim  medicare  reim- 
bursement before  paying  the  bill.  It  will 
also  improve  benefits  by  providing  addi- 
tional days  of  hospital  coverage  in  the 
form  of  a  lifetime  reserve  of  60  days  of 
hospital  coverage  with  the  beneficiary 
paying  $20  a  day  coinsurance,  by  per- 
mitting the  medical  insurance  program 
to  pay  for  X-rays  and  laboratory  services 
for  people  in  hospitals  and  extended  care 
facilities  where  the  hospital  insurance 
program  cannot  pay,  and  by  covering 
outpatient  physical  therapy  provided  by 
or  through  a  variety  of  health  agencies 
and  institutions. 

It  is  highly  satisfying  to  find  that  the 
new  part  of  our  social  security  program 
has  so  quickly  taken  its  place  as  a  part 
of  the  system  on  which  virtually  all  of 
our  citizens  depend.  Now  people  can 
safely  count  on  social  security  to  pro- 
vide benefits  not  only  in  case  of  retire- 
ment, death  and  disability,  but  also  in 
case  of  illness  in  old  age.  And  they  know 
that  the  benefits  will  be  theirs  even 
though  they  have  been  able  to  save  a  sub- 
stantial amount  on  their  own,  and  not 
just  if  they  are  needy.  To  me  the  idea  of 
paying  contributions  during  working 
years  so  as  to  receive  benefits  without 
question  when  the  family's  work  income 
is  cut  off  by  retirement,  death,  or  dis- 
ability is  so  appealing  that  I  feel  a  fresh 
glow  of  pride  every  time  we  make  im- 
provements in  our  social  security  system, 
I  am  very  proud  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  with 
misgivings,  I  have  voted  to  accept  the 
conference  report  on  H.R.  12080.  The  bill 
produced  by  the  Senate-House  confer- 
ence not  only  strips  away  many  of  the 
gains  we  added  in  the  Senate,  but  rein- 
states some  sections  that  are  clearly  re- 
gressive. 

The  worst  provisions  in  the  conference 
version  of  the  bill  are  outlined  in  a  tele- 
gram I  received  from  Bill  Child,  com- 
missioner of  the  Idaho  Department  of 
Public  Assistance,  in  which  he  said: 

Provision  known  as  AFDC  freeze  and  pro- 
vision that  could  be  used  to  require  moth- 
ers to  take  employment  contrary  to  best  in- 
terests of  their  children  is  highly  discrimi- 
natory and  not  in  the  interest  of  the  welfare 
of  children.  Urge  restoration  of  Senate  ver- 
sion on  these  points. 

I  agree  with  Commissioner  Child. 
Surely  this  freeze  on  funds  for  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children  would 
work  new  burdens  on  all  States.  In  Idaho, 
where  taxes  are  already  very  high,  it 
would  be  difficult  to  supply  the  money 
needed  to  supplement  the  programs  so 
restricted;  thus  the  penalty  may  of  ne- 
cessity be  shifted  to  the  children  them- 
selves. It  is  not  difficult  to  see  how  a 
State  would  have  only  two  choices: 
either  reduce  payments  across  the  board 
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to  preserve  equality  of  treatment  for  an, 
or  refuse  assistance  to  all  who  exceed 
the  arbitrary  quota. 

Likewise,  in  the  provision  for  manda- 
tory employment  of  mothers,  the  prin- 
cipal victims,  certainly  through  no  fault 
of  their  own,  will  be  the  children.  While 
everyone  would  like  to  convert  welfare 
recipients  into  self-sufficient  workers  and 
taxpayers,  it  seems  to  me  that  com- 
pelling mothers  to  work,  regardless  of 
the  needs  in  the  home  of  their  minor 
children,  is  a  heavy-handed  approach. 

I  have  voted  for  acceptance  of  the  con- 
ference report  only  because  I  fear  that 
its  rejection  would  jeopardize  the  in- 
creased retirement  benefits,  now  due  to 
become  effective  in  March  1968,  so  im- 
portant to  millions  of  our  retired  citizens. 

There  is  strong  feeling  among  my  col- 
leagues— feeling  similarly  expressed  to- 
day by  the  President — that  we  must  re- 
view, shortly  after  the  start  of  the  next 
session  of  this  Congress,  and  attempt  to 
amend  the  House-drafted  welfare  sec- 
tions of  this  bill. 

EFFECT    OF    SOCIAL    SECURITY    BILL  OK 
POVERTY 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
point  out  that  one  of  the  major  effects  of 
the  social  security  bill  will  be  to  reduce 
poverty.  I  think  we  would  all  agree  that 
poverty  is  unnecessary  and  that  we 
should  take  every  opportunity  available 
to  rid  ourselves  of  this  scourage. 

Using  the  standard  for  poverty  de- 
veloped by  the  Social  Security  Adminis- 
tration, we  find  that  7.5  million  of  the 
19.3  million  persons  aged  65  and  over  are 
poor.  And — what  is  worse — while  the 
total  number  of  persons  of  all  ages  con- 
sidered to  be  poor  becomes  less  with  each 
passing  year,  the  number  of  persons  aged 
65  and  over  who  are  considered  poor  is 
actually  increasing.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  the  aged  population  of  this  country 
easily  qualifies  as  the  Nation's  major 
poverty  group. 

Without  social  security,  this  picture 
would  be  worse  than  it  is  now.  About  5.7 
million  people  65  or  over  are  kept  above 
the  poverty  level  only  by  the  receipt  of 
their  monthly  social  security  benefits. 
This  means  that  36  percent  of  the  16 
million  social  security  beneficiaries  aged 
65  or  older  are  kept  above  poverty  only 
by  the  receipt  of  their  monthly  benefits. 

Under  the  bill  we  have  just  passed, 
which  would  raise  cash  benefits  under 
social  security  by  13  percent,  with  a  $55 
minimum  benefit,  about  1  million  bene- 
ficiaries who  are  now  poor  will  be  moved 
out  of  poverty.  About  200,000  of  these 
beneficiaries  are  under  65 — young  wid- 
ows with  children  and  disabled  workers 
and  their  dependents. 

Thus,  I  consider  this  bill  as  one  of  our 
most  important  weapons  in  the  war 
against  poverty.  Every  Senator  who 
voted  for  this  bill  helped  us  take  an- 
other giant  step  along  the  road  to  eco- 
nomic security  for  all  our  citizens. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
social  security  measure  just  adopted  by 
the  Senate  will  appear  on  the  books  as  a 
lasting  monument  to  the  devoted  and 
diligent  efforts  of  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  the 
highly  able  chairman  of  the  Finance 


Committee.  The  older  Americans  who 
stand  to  benefit  by  its  provisions  will 
now  reaUze  the  fruits  of  the  promise 
made  more  than  a  year  ago.  There  cer- 
tainly is  great  merit  in  the  proposal  and 
In  the  provisions  that  are  designed  to 
lift  so  many  persons  out  of  depths  of 
poverty,  in  the  increases  that  will  bene- 
fit the  recipients  of  medicare  and  social 
security,  and  in  aU  the  other  laws  that 
have  been  expanded  and  improved.  The 
Senate  is  highly  grateful  to  Senator  Long 
for  his  outstanding  efforts. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  CONFERENCE 
REPORT 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  one  of 
the  local  newspapers  published  a  story 
concerning  so-called  senatorial  maneu- 
vers with  respect  to  the  social  security 
conference  report.  In  the  article,  written 
by  Mr.  Walter  R.  Mears  of  the  Associ- 
ated Press,  he  speaks  of  two  of  our  dis- 
tinguished Senators,  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  and  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  as  fol- 
lows: 

Long  and  Byrd  engineered  passage  of  a 
bill,  the  Social  Security  increase,  when  only 
a  handful  of  Senators  were  on  hand  soon 
after  the  Senate  convened  at  9  a.m. 
yesterday. 

Well,  that  term  "engineered"  is  not 
quite  a  correct  term.  There  were  enough 
Senators  here  and  enough  Senators  who 
could  hear  to  know  precisely  what  was 
going  on.  I  was  in  and  close  to  the  well 
most  of  the  time,  and  I  knew  what  was 
going  on.  When  the  distinguished  Sena- 
tor from  Ohio,  the  Presiding  Officer, 
said,  "The  question  is  on  adoption  of  the 
conference  report,"  and  the  question 
was  "yes"  or  "no,"  the  question  was  put, 
and  that  was  it.  The  question  was  raised 
about  reconsideration.  I  forget,  but  I 
think  I  made  the  motion  to  table. 

So  I  accept  my  share  of  the  respon- 
sibility, and  in  so  doing  I  do  not  apol- 
ogize for  a  moment  to  any  Senator  who 
was  asleep  at  the  switch.  If  they  are 
going  to  conduct  a  "minibuster,"  or 
filibuster,  or  some  other  kind  of  "bus- 
ter," they  had  better  be  "up  and  at  'em" 
and  better  be  "watching  their  apples," 
because  it  is  not  my  function  or  that  of 
the  majority  leader  to  have  to  call  up 
Members  of  this  body  and  say,  "Please 
come  over  here  if  you  want  to  be  heard, 
please  oome  over  here  if  you  want  to 
vote,  please  come  over  here  if  you  want 
to  participate." 

That  is  what  the  staff  is  here  for.  They 
keep  everybody  advised  as  to  what  is  go- 
ing on. 

I  think  this  kind  of  article  is  a  distinct 
disservice  to  two  outstanding  Senators, 
Senator  Long  of  Louisiana,  and  also  Sen- 
ator Byrd  of  West  Virginia.  The  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  has  exhibited  the 
greatest  kind  of  patience  on  this  floor, 
who  has  been  diligent  almost  to  a  fault, 
and  who  has  been  here  early  and  late. 
Instead  of  scolding  them  as  this  article 
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does,  I  think  they  ought  to  be  applauded 
for  their  actions  in  the  Senate,  for  keep- 
ing the  Senate  moving.  It  cannot  be 
stalemated.  It  cannot  be  stopped,  partic- 
ularly in  the  adjournment  season.  Every 
Senator  ought  to  know,  and  he  ought  to 
be  here,  when  he  contemplates  action  of 
some  kind  in  order  to  stalemate  ad- 
journment and  have  this  go  into  another 
week  or  have  the  social  security  bill  go 
over  into  a  new  year. 

Fortunately,  it  turned  out.  all  right, 
because  we  were  put  into  a  bargaining 
position  where  we  could  get  a  day  certain 
for  a  vote.  Wherever  I  participated  and 
whatever  I  had  to  do  in  it,  I  accept  that 
role  gladly,  cheerfully,  and  proudly. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  respond  to  the  statement  made 
by  the  Senator  from  Illinois.  The  Sena- 
tor from  West  Virginia  and  I  had  dis- 
cussions about  this  very  matter  this 
morning.  I  have  just  been  handed  the 
material  that  the  distinguished  minority 
leader  put  in  the  Record.  As  far  as  the 
Senator  from  Montana  is  concerned,  it 
is  a  moderate  and  accurate  description 
of  what  happened.  The  junior  Senator 
from  Montana  was  prepared  to  talk  on 
the  bill.  He  went  to  the  acting  majority 
leader,  he  went  to  the  manager  of  the 
bill  on  the  floor,  and  told  each  of  them 
he  was  prepared  to  talk  on  the  legislation 
the  night  before.  The  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Gore]  said,  "I  am  hungry. 
Let's  go  home."  I  said,  "Very  well.  I  will 
talk  tomorrow.  I  want  to  make  a  state- 
ment on  this  important  and  significant 
legislation."  Then  I  said  to  him,  "I  have 
a  meeting  of  a  committee  at  9:30,  where 
one  of  my  constituents  will  come  in  and 
is  to  be  confirmed  for  a  nomination  on 
the  Indian  Claims  Commission.  I  would 
like  to  talk  on  the  bill." 

This  does  not  involve  any  kind  of  a 
"buster."  It  involves  a  question  of  the 
right  of  a  Member  of  the  Senate  to  make 
a  presentation  on  the  floor.  There  were 
weeks  of  hearings  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives. There  were  pages  of  debates. 
There  were  weeks  of  hearings  in  the 
Senate.  There  were  days  of  executive 
hearings.  We  had  debate  on  the  floor. 
This  Senator  sat  on  this  floor  and  lis- 
tened as  patiently  and  as  courteously  as 
he  could  while  the  various  members  of 
the  conference  committee  made  then- 
points,  made  their  discussions  and  their 
defense  of  the  legislation.  This  Senator 
was  ready,  later  that  evening,  while  most 
Senators  had  gone  home,  including  the 
Senator  from  Illinois,  to  make  his  state- 
ment on  the  bill.  This  Senator  expected 
the  manager  of  the  bill  and  the  acting 
majority  leader  to  keep  the  commitment 
made  to  him  and  give  him  the  oppor- 
tunity to  speak  before  final  passage. 

I  did  not  rely  on  the  Senator  from 
Maryland.  I  did  not  rely  on  any  Senator. 
I  did  rely  not  on  anything  except  the 
ordinary,  customary  courtesy  the  minor- 
ity leader  always  affords  Members  on  his 
side  and  the  acting  majority  leader  has 
always  afforded  Senators  on  this  side 
before — that  I  would  be  notified  and  I 
would  be  able  to  go  to  my  committee 
meeting  as  expected. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  re- 
iterate what  I  said  before  as  to  what 
happened.  I  am  describing  what  hap- 
pened on  the  floor. 


Mr.  METCALF.  I  am  describing  what 
happened  on  the  floor. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  was  not  privy  to  con- 
versations with  the  chairman  of  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  or  anyone  else,  but  I 
was  standing  here  in  the  well  of  the 
Senate,  and  I  could  hear,  emphatically 
and  distinctly,  the  question  that  was  put. 
I  think  everybody  in  the  Chamber  heard 
it.  He  should  have  heard  it.  There  was  no 
undue  confusion  or  commotion.  What 
should  the  Chair  have  done  under  the 
circumstances?  Look  around  and  ask 
some  Senator  if  he  did  not  have  a  few 
kind  remarks  to  make?  That  is  not  the 
function  of  the  Chair. 

Mr.  METCALF.  The  chairman  of  the 
committee,  as  the  floor  manager  of  the 
bill,  who  left  the  Senator  from  Tennes- 
see to  make  commitments  for  him,  should 
have  notified  me,  when  they  told  me  I 
could  go  to  the  committee  meeting  to 
introduce  my  distinguished  constituent, 
who  was  going  to  be  confirmed. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  object  to  any  account 
which  says  something  was  "engineered" 
by  a  couple  of  Senators,  because  when 
one  uses  the  word  "engineered,"  one  gets 
the  idea  that  it  was  carefully  planned 
and  that  the  plan  was  carefully  carried 
out.  Nothing  of  the  kind  happened  here. 
The  idea  of  attributing  to  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  some  kind  of  engi- 
neered plan  is  simply  not  in  accord  with 
the  facts. 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  have  not  used  the 
word  "engineered,"  but  I  will  stand  on 
the  record  made  by  the  acting  majority 
leader,  manager  of  the  bill,  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee,  who  was  acting 
after  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  had 
gone  home,  and  the  record  made  this 
morning. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  And  I  likewise  stand 
on  the  record,  because  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Maryland  was  in  the  rear 
row  

Mr.  METCALF.  I  did  not  rely  on  the 
Senator  from  Maryland: 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  did  not  say  the  Sena- 
tor did. 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  did  not  rely  on  any 
other  Senator.  I  relied  on  customary 
courtesy  when  I  went  to  the  acting  ma- 
jority leader,  and  expected  him  to  pro- 
tect my  right,  just  as  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  protects  the  rights  of  Senators 
on  his  side. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  an  article  which  appeared  in 
the  Evening  Star  of  today  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Senator's  Maneuver  Backfires:  Benefits 
Bill  No  Benefit  to  Long,  Btrd 
(By  Walter  B.  Mears) 
Senate  Democratic  whip  Russell  B.  Long, 
who  knows  which  wires  to  cross  to  make 
sparks  fly  In  the  Senate,  may  have  a  short 
circuit  on  his  hands. 

A  key  Senate  Democrat  believes  that  with 
one  30-seoond  exercise  yesterday,  Long  has 
dimmed — perhaps  eliminated — the  chance 
that  he  will  one  day  become  Democratic 
leader, 

And  the  leadership  ambitions  of  Sen.  Rob- 
ert C.  Byrd,  D-W.  Va.,  now  No.  3  in  the  Sen- 
ate's Democratic  hierarchy,  apparently  also 
suffered  in  the  same  process. 

Long  and  Byrd  engineered  passage  of  a  bill, 


the  Social  Security  increase,  when  only  a 
handful  of  senators  were  on  hand  soon  after 
the  Senate  convened  at  9  pjn.  yesterday. 

Byrd  made  the  routine  motion  which  nor- 
mally renders  passage  final.  But  nothing  is 
really  final  in  the  Senate,  so  the  whole  proc- 
ess was  swiftly  undone,  to  be  voted  on  again 
today. 

A  bloc  of  Senate  Democrats  oppose  restric- 
tions on  federal  welfare  aid  written  into  the 
Social  Security  bill,  and  they  wanted  to  talk 
about  the  subject. 

They  assumed  that,  in  the  club-like  custom 
of  the  Senate,  they  would  be  protected  by 
Democratic  leaders — that  is,  that  there  would 
be  no  vote  until  they  had  their  say. 

Democratic  Leader  Mike  Mansfield  was  on 
the  telephone  in  his  office  when  Long  seized 
the  leadership  reins  and,  as  the  man  in 
charge  of  the  Social  Security  bill,  moved  for 
its  approval. 

Long's  is  a  dual  role  for,  in  addition  to 
being  Mansfield's  deputy,  he  is  chairman  of 
the  Finance  Committee. 

It  wasn't  the  first  time  Mansfield  had  seen 
his  deputy  try  to  take  charge.  In  an  earlier 
disagreement  over  a  tax  bill,  Mansfield  de- 
clared the  issue  to  be  a  vote  of  confidence 
in  his  leadership.  He  won. 

This  time  he  said  that  a  leader  is  entitled 
to  some  consideration  when  he  must  leave 
the  floor,  and  added: 

"There  is  such  a  thing  as  decorum  and 
dignity  in  this  body." 

"There  are  times  when  under  pressure 
senators  do  things  which  they're  sorry  for 
later,"  Mansfield  said  afterwards. 

But  an  unrepentent  Long  left  town  for 
Louisiana  defending  his  tactics. 

"The  way  to  break  a  filibuster  is  to  vote 
when  you  have  a  chance  to  vote,"  Long 
said. 

"I  thought  I  was  dealing  with  men," 
snapped  Sen.  Robert  P.  Kennedy,  D-N.Y., 
who  said  he  had  an  understanding  with 
Long  that  there  would  be  no  vote  until  he 
had  spoken  on  the  bill. 

Byrd  stepped  In  at  this  point,  and  said 
he  resented  Kennedy's  words.  He  denied 
there  was  any  deception,  and  added  he  had 
repeatedly  delayed  Senate  roll  calls  to  suit 
the  New  York's  convenience. 

"For  whatever  I've  done,  I  apologize,"  said 
Byrd,  who  moved  into  the  Democratic  lead- 
ership this  year  as  secretary  to  the  Demo- 
cratic conference  and  has  worked  hard  at 
the  job. 

Long  Is  serving  his  second  term  as  Demo- 
cratic whip.  His  stewardship  this  year  has 
sometimes  been  abrasive.  And  there  have 
been  past  differences  with  Mansfield. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  BENEFIT 
INCREASE 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
with  great  pride  that  I  endorse,  along 
with  so  many  other  Senators,  the  social 
security  bill  that  has  been  passed  by  both 
Houses  of  Congress  and  that  shortly  will 
be  signed  into  law. 

While  the  bill  contains  many  much- 
needed  improvements  in  the  social  secu- 
rity program,  the  most  immediately  im- 
portant thing  about  it  is  that,  with  the 
benefit  increase  that  it  contains,  the  more 
than  23  million  people  now  on  the  social 
security  benefit  rolls  will  have  their  levels 
of  living  substantially  improved. 

The  13-percent  across-the-board  bene- 
fit increase  provided  by  the  bill  is  a  badly 
needed  increase.  For  a  great  many  of 
our  social  security  beneficiaries,  all  they 
have  in  terms  of  a  regular  income  is  their 
social  security  benefit,  and  for  almost  all 
beneficiaries,  social  security  benefits  and 
for  almost  all  beneficiaries,  social  secu- 
rity benefits  are  their  main  source  of  sup- 
port. It  is  for  this  reason  that  the  level 
of  social  security  benefits  is  the  all-im- 
portant factor  in  determining  how  well 
these  people  will  be  able  to  live.  About 
three-fourths  of  the  aged  who  get  so- 
cial sceurity  benefits,  for  example,  are 
either  living  in  what  is  looked  upon  as 
poverty  today,  or  would  be,  if  it  were  not 
for  social  security,  and  a  very  high  pro- 
portion of  the  other  one-fourth  are  very 
close  to  the  poverty  line.  I  can  assure  you 
that  the  increase  will  be  very  meaning- 
ful to  the  large  number  of  beneficiaries 
who  are  trying  to  get  along  on  incomes 
that  are  too  small  to  meet  their  needs. 

The  average  benefit  for  retired  work- 
ers today,  for  example.  Is  about  $86  a 
month;  for  aged  widows,  the  average  is 


S 19032 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  -  SENATE 


December  15,  1967 


$75  a  month.  In  a  country  as  prosperous 
as  the  United  States,  there  is  no  rea- 
son why  these  people  should  not  share 
in  the  expanding  prosperity  most  of  us 
have  come  to  know  and  enjoy.  Under  the 
bill,  the  average  benefit  for  retired  work- 
ers will  be  increased  14.3  percent,  to  $98, 
and  the  average  benefit  for  aged  widows 
will  be  increased  14  percent,  to  $86. 
Benefits  that  now  range  from  $44  to  $142 
for  retired  workers  will  be  increased  to  a 
range  of  $55  to  $160.50. 

The  bill  also  substantially  improves  the 
protection  provided  under  the  program 
for  the  86  million  workers  now  contri- 
buting to  the  program.  As  a  result  of 
the  higher  amounts  of  annual  earnings 
that  would  become  creditable  toward 
benefits,  it  provides  for  an  increase  of 
about  30  percent  in  the  maximum  bene- 
fit that  will  ultimately  become  payable 
under  the  program.  Under  present  law, 
the  maximum  benefit  is  $168 — based  on 
average  monthly  earnings  of  $550 — 
$6,600  a  year.  Under  the  bill,  the  maxi- 
mum benefit  would  be  $218 — based  on 
average  monthly  earnings  of  $650 — 
$7,800  a  year. 

The  new  maximum  retirement  bene- 
fits will,  of  course,  be  paid  only  to  work- 
ers earning  above  $6,600  a  year — up  to 
$7,800  a  year — over  a  considerable  pe- 
riod of  time  before  they  retire.  But  bene- 
fit amounts  are  also  increased  signifi- 
cantly for  workers  who  will  pay  on  these 
higher  amounts  for  a  relatively  short 
period.  For  example,  a  man  age  50  in 
1968  with  annual  earnings  of  $7,800  or 
more  a  year  will  get  a  retirement  benefit 
of  $188.80 — a  21-percent  increase  over 
the  old  law.  Disability  and  survivorship 
protection  will  be  increased  even  more 
quickly.  If  the  same  man  became  dis- 
abled in  1970,  for  example,  he  would  get 
a  monthly  disability  benefit  of  $165 — a 
15. 3 -percent  increase  over  old  law.  And 
if  he  died  in  1970  his  widow  and  child 
would  receive  a  monthly  benefit  of 
$247.60 — also  an  increase  of  15.3  percent 
over  the  old  law. 

Thus,  the  bill  we  have  passed  today  not 
only  improves  the  lot  of  this  country's 
nearly  24  million  current  social  security 
beneficiaries,  but  also  makes  the  pro- 
gram significantly  more  effective  than  it 
has  been  in  assuring  adequate  protec- 
tion for  all  of  this  country's  present 
work  force,  who,  of  course,  will  comprise 
tomorrow's  beneficiaries. 

I  am  particularly  pleased  to  see  that 
the  bill  contains  provisions  to  alleviate 
the  plight  of  those  women  who  have  the 
twofold  misfortune  of  losing  their 
spouses  and  becoming  severely  disabled. 

Under  present  law,  a  widow  cannot  get 
benefits  until  she  attains  age  62  unless 
she  has  a  child  in  her  care  or  she  takes 
reduced  benefits  at  age  60.  During  the 
period  after  the  widow's  children  reach 
age  18  and  before  she  attains  age  60,  the 
widow  is  without  any  social  security  pro- 
tection. 

The  widow  in  her  50 's  who  has  suffered 
the  dual  tragedy  of  the  death  of  her  life- 
long partner  and  helpmate  and  of  a  se- 
vere impairment  that  destroys  her  work- 
ing ability,  has  a  need  which  this  bill 
recognizes.  The  able-bodied  widow  can 
work  during  this  hiatus  of  protection. 
However,  the  widow  who  incurs  a  severe 


disability,  of  course,  is  not  able  to  sup- 
port herself  by  working. 

The  need  for  protection,  therefore,  is 
at  least  as  great  for  the  disabled  widow 
who  cannot  work  and  support  herself  as 
it  is  for  the  able-bodied  62-year-old 
widow. 

The  bill  pro vides- benefits  for  a  widow 
who  becomes  severely  disabled  before 
she  has  had  a  reasonable  opportunity  to 
acquire  scoial  security  protection  through 
her  own  work.  The  widow  will  be  eligible 
if  disability  has  begun  before  or  within 
7  years  after  either  her  husband's  death 
or  the  termination  of  her  social  security 
benefits  as  the  mother  of  a  dependent 
child. 

To  provide  benefits  for  disabled  widows 
as  the  bill  does  seems  badly  overdue.  The 
bill  also  provides  benefits  to  disabled 
widowers  who  were  dependent  on  their 
spouses,  since  their  need  for  protection 
is  comparable  to  that  of  disabled  widows. 

We  cannot  ease  the  heartache  involved 
for  these  d  isabled  widows  and  widowers. 
But  we  can,  and  do,  in  these  provisions 
help  to  ease  the  financial  strain. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 

To  administrative,  Supervisory, 
and  Technical  Employees 

The  House -Senate  conference  committee  on  H.  R.  12080  has 
reconciled  the  differences  between  the  bill  as  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  as  passed  by  the  Senate.  The 
bill  now  returns  to  both  houses,  where  early  passage  is 
expected. 

The  bill  will  result  in  additional  cash  benefit  payments  of 
$2.  9  billion  in  1968  and  $3.  7  billion  in  1969 --an  overall 
increase  of  16  percent  in  1969,  the  first  full  calendar  year  of 
operation  under  the  amendments.    All  people  on  the  benefit 
rolls  will  get  an  increase  of  at  least  13  percent.    The  minimum 
primary  insurance  amount  would  be  increased  from  $44  to  $55. 
The  benefit  increases  will  be  effective  for  February  and  will 
be  included  in  the  March  check. 

Several  of  the  President's  social  security  proposals  are  not 
included  in  the  bill.    Among  these  are  the  proposals  for  health 
insurance  for  the  disabled,  a  special  minimum  benefit,  and 
transfer  of  Federal  employment  credits. 

Enclosed  is  a  summary  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill  relating 
to  social  security. 


Robert  M.  Ball 
Commissioner 
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A.     CASH  BENEFIT  CHANGES 


General  benefit  increase 

The  bill  provides  for  an  increase  in  benefit  payments  averaging  lk 
percent,  with  an  across-the-board  increase  in  cash  benefits  of  at 
least  13  percent  and  a  minimum  primary  insurance  amount  of  $55 • 

The  average  monthly  benefit  paid  to  a  retired  worker  (with  no 
dependents)  now  on  the  rolls  is  increased  from  $82  to  $9^j  the 
comparable  amounts  for  a  retired  worker  and  his  wife  are  $1^+5  and 
$165.    Monthly  benefits  range  from  the  new  minimum  of  $55  to  $160.50 
for  retired  workers  now  on  the  social  security  rolls  who  began  to 
draw  benefits  at  age  65  or  later. 

An  increase  from  $6600  to  $7800,  effective  January  1,  1968,  is  provided 
in  the  amount  of  annual  earnings  that  is  taxable  and  that  can  be  used 
in  the  benefit  computation.     The  resulting  ultimate  maximum  benefit 
will  be  $218,  based  on  average  monthly  earnings  of  $650.     These  higher 
maximum  retirement  benefits  will  be  payable  to  workers  who  are  now 
young  and  who  consequently  will  be  paying  contributions  on  these 
higher  amounts  of  earnings  over  a  considerable  period  of  time  before 
they  retire.     Because  of  the  higher  earnings  base,  though,  benefit 
amounts  are  increased  significantly  over  those  that  will  be  payable 
under  present  law  for  the  high      proportion  of  current  contributors 
earning  above  $6600  who  are  much  older  now  and  who  consequently  will 
pay  on  these  higher  amounts  for  a  shorter  period.     For  example,  a  man 
age  50  in  1968  who  earns  $7800  a  year  until  he  is  65  (about  one-third 
of  the  group  earning  above  $6600  is  age  50  or  older)  will  get  a  benefit 
of  $188.80  at  age  65--21.8  percent  higher  than  he  can  get  under  present 
law. 

The  increased  benefits  will  be  first  payable  for  February  1968.  An 
estimated  22.9  million  people  will  be  paid  increased  benefits  early  in 
March  1968^  and  over  $3  billion  in  additional  benefits  will  be  paid  in 
the  first  12  months  as  a  result  of  the  benefit  increase. 

Increases  in  special  payments  to  certain  people  age  72  and  older 

The  special  payments  made  to  people  age  72  and  older  are  increased  by 
the  bill  from  $35  to  $^0  a  month  for  a  single  person  and  from  $52.50 
to  $60  a  month  for  a  couple,  effective  with  benefits  for  February  1968 . 
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About  70,000  people  who  do  not  now  get  the  special  payments  will 
qualify  for  some  payments  in  February  I968  and  about  852,000  people 
will  qualify  for  higher  payments . 

An  estimated  $57  million  in  additional  payments  will  be  paid  out  in 
the  first  12  months;  about  $50  million  of  this  amount  will  be  met 
from  general  revenues. 

3 .     Limitation  on  spouse ' s  benefit 

The  bill  limits  the  amount  of  the  wife's,  dependent  husband's, 
remarried  widow's,  or  remarried  widower's  insurance  benefit  to  a 
maximum  of  $105 •     This  limitation  does  not  affect  anyone  now  on  the 
rolls.     For  workers  retiring  at  age  65  the  limitation  will  have  no 
effect  until  the  year  2001;  for  a  young  worker  who  becomes  disabled 
it  can  have  an  effect  beginning  with  1970,  and  for  a  person  who 
works  beyond  age  65  it  can  have  an  effect  beginning  with  1972. 

k.     Liberalization  of  the  retirement  test 

The  bill  increases  the  annual  exempt  amount  of  earnings  from  $1500 
under  present  law  to  $1680,  and  the  present  $125  monthly  exempt  amount 
to  $140,  effective  for  taxable  years  ending  in  and  after  1968.  The 
bill  retains  the  $1200  span  above  the  exempt  amount  over  which  $1  in 
benefits  is  withheld  for  each  $2  of  earnings;  the  span  thus  will  range 
from  $1680  to  $2880. 

About  $175  million  will  be  paid  out  in  additional  benefits  with 
respect  to  calendar  year  1968  to  7^0,000  people  in  calendar  year  1968. 

5 .     Amendments  to  the  disability  program 

a .     Benefits  for  disabled  widows  and  widowers 

Disabled  widows  (including  surviving  divorced  wives)  and  disabled 
dependent  widowers  will  be  eligible  after  attainment  of  age  50  for 
reduced  benef its --amounting  to  from  50  percent  to  82  l/2  percent 
of  the  spouse's  primary  insurance  amount,  depending  on  the  age  at 
which  entitlement  begins.    For  example,  if  a  disabled  widow 
becomes  initially  entitled  at  age  50  she  will  receive  50  percent 
of  her  deceased  husband's  benefit;  if  she  first  becomes  entitled 
at  age  55  she  will  receive  60  J,/h  percent  of  his  benefit;  and  if 
she  first  becomes  entitled  at  age  60  she  will  receive  71  l/2  percent 
of  his  benefit.     The  widow  or  widower  must  have  become  totally 
disabled  before  or  within  7  years  after  the  spouse's  death,  or, 
in  the  case  of  a  widowed  mother,  before  or  within  7  years  after  the 
end  of  her  entitlement  to  benefits  as  a  mother.     The  7-year  period 
will  protect  widows  and  widowers  until  there  has  been  reasonable 
opportunity  to  work  long  enough  to  be  insured  for  disability 
benefits  through  their  own  earnings . 
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The  test  of  disability  for  disabled  widows  and  widowers  is  somewhat 
more  restrictive  than  for  disabled  workers  (and  childhood  disability 
beneficiaries).     Determinations  of  disability  in  the  case  of  a 
widow  or  widower  will  be  made  solely  on  the  level  of  severity  of 
the  impairment  (without  regard  to  such  factors  as  age,  education 
and  work  experience,  which  are  considered  in  disabled  worker  cases). 
The  disabling  impairment  must  be  of  a  level  of  severity  which  under 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  is  deemed  to  be  sufficient 
to  preclude  an  individual  from  engaging  in  any  gainful  activity  (as 
distinguished  from  "substantial  gainful  activity").     Where  the 
impairment  meets  or  equals  this  level  of  severity,  work  or  earnings 
will  preclude  initial  entitlement  to  benefits  or  require  termination 
of  previously  established  entitlement  only  where  such  work  or  earnings 
demonstrate  ability  to  engage  in  any  substantial  gainful  activity. 

Benefits  are  first  payable  under  this  provision  for  the  month  of 
February  I968.     About  65,000  disabled  widows  and  widowers  are 
eligible  for  benefits .     About  $60  million  in  benefits  will  be 
paid  during  the  first  12  months  of  operations . 

b .  Insured  status  for  workers  disabled  while  young 

The  bill  extends  to  all  workers  disabled  before  age  31--regardless 
of  the  nature  of  their  disability—the  alternative  insured-status 
requirement  provided  under  previous  law  for  workers  disabled  by 
blindness  before  age  31 •    Under  this  alternative,  any  worker 
disabled  after  attaining  age  2k  and  before  age  31  will  be  insured 
for  disability  benefits  if  he  has  quarters  of  coverage  in  at  least 
half  of  the  calendar  quarters  elapsing  after  attainment  of  age  21 
and  up  to  and  including  the  quarter  of  disablement;  any  worker 
disabled  before  age  2k  will  be  insured  if  he  has  quarters  of 
coverage  in  at  least  half  of  the  12  quarters  ending  with  the 
quarter  of  disablement. 

Benefits  are  first  payable  for  the  month  of  February  I968 . 
About  100,000  people—disabled  workers  and  their  dependents- -are 
eligible.    About  $70  million  in  additional  benefits  will  be  paid 
out  in  the  first  12  months  of  operations . 

c .  Liberalized  definition  of  blindness 

The  bill  will  substitute  for  disability  freeze  purposes  the  less 
strict  definition  of  blindness  used  in  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
(central  visual  acuity  of  20/200  or  less,  commonly  called 
"industrial  blindness")  for  the  present  statutory  definition  of 
blindness  (central  visual  acuity  of  5/200  or  less).     This  defi- 
nition of  blindness  will  also  apply  for  benefit  purposes  in  the 
case  of  the  blind  worker  who  is  aged  55  or  over  and  who  can  meet 


the  alternative  (occupational -type)  definition  of  disability.  The 
worker  under  age  55  who  is  industrially  "blind  and  able  to  establish 
disability  for  freeze  purposes  on  this  basis  will  still  have  to 
meet  the  regular  definition  of  disability—inability  to  engage  in 
any  substantial  gainful  activity—for  benefit  purposes.     (The  bill 
does  not  provide  a  special  disability  insured-status  requirement 
solely  for  blind  persons.) 

Extension  of  retroactivity  of  disability  applications 

The  bill  provides  a  longer  period  of  time  (36  months  as  opposed 
to  12  months  as  now  provided  for  all  disability  applications) 
after  termination  of  disability  for  the  filing  of  a  disability 
freeze  application  by  an  individual  whose  mental  or  physical 
incapacity  was  the  reason  for  his  failure  to  file  a  timely  appli- 
cation.   Applications  filed  by  or  on  behalf  of  such  individuals 
within  the  extended  period  would  not  result  in  additional  retroactive 
benefits  but  would  permit  the  time  during  which  the  individual  was 
disabled  to  be  disregarded  in  subsequent  determinations  of  whether 
they  are  insured  for  social  security  benefits  or  of  the  amount  of 
such  benefits . 

Definition  of  disability 

The  bill  retains  the  present  definition  of  disability  for  workers 
and  adults  disabled  since  childhood  and  adds  language  that  clarifies 
the  definition.     It  specifies  that  to  be  found  disabled  an  individual 
must  have  an  impairment  so  severe  that  he  is  unable  to  engage  in  any 
kind  of  substantial  gainful  work  that  exists  in  the  national  economy, 
but  without  regard  to  whether  a  specific  job  vacancy  exists  for  him,  or 
whether  he  would  be  hired  if  he  had  applied  for  work.     "Work  that  exists 
in  the  national  economy"  means  work  that  exists  in  significant  numbers 
either  in  the  region  in  which  he  lives  or  in  several  regions  in  the 
country.    The  clarifying  language  may  better  enable  the  courts  to 
interpret  the  law  in  accordance  with  the  intent  of  the  Congress.  This 
more  detailed  definition  of  disability  is  consistent  with  existing 
regulation  and  policy.     The  effect  of  the  amendment  is  to  provide  a 
statutory  basis  for  these  regulations  and  policies,  thus  helping  to 
assure  uniform  evaluation  of  disability. 

Disability  benefits  affected  by  the  receipt  of  workmen's  compensation 

The  bill  amends  the  provisions  which  limit  the  amount  of  social 
security  benefits  that  can  be  paid  to  a  disabled  worker  and  his 
family  when  he  is  also  eligible  for  workmen's  compensation.  In 
some  such  cases,  social  security  disability  benefits  are  reduced 
by  the  amount  by  which  the  combined  social  security  and  workmen's 
compensation  benefits  exceed  80  percent  of  the  disabled  worker's 
average  monthly  earnings  during  his  5  consecutive  years  of  highest 
covered  earnings  after  1950.    Under  previous  law,  this  average  did 
not  reflect  that  part  of  his  earnings  in  excess  of  the  social 
security  earnings  base;  thus,  for  a  disabled  worker  whose  actual 
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earnings  in  covered  work  during  his  highest  5-year  period  exceeded 
the  earnings  "base,  the  reduction  could  result  in  combined  benefits 
considerably  less  than  80  percent  of  his  actual  previous  earnings. 
The  amendment  provides  for  inclusion  of  earnings  in  excess  of  the 
earnings  base  in  computing  the  average  earnings  over  the  highest 
5 -year  period  for  purposes  of  determining  the  amount  of  combined 
benefits  that  can  be  paid. 

The  amendment  is  effective  with  respect  to  benefits  for  the  month 
of  February  19 68. 

6.  Simplification  of  certain  computations  using  pre-1951  earnings 

The  bill  provides  for  a  simplified  method  of  (a)  computing  benefits 
when  earnings  before  1951  are  included  in  the  computation  and  (b) 
determining  quarters  of  coverage  for  the  period  before  1951  when 
quarters  of  coverage  in  this  period  are  needed  to  establish  insured 
status.     By  prescribing  a  formula  for  converting  the  aggregate  of 
pre-1951  earnings  into  deemed  annual  earnings  and  quarters  of  coverage, 
the  bill  makes  it  possible  to  determine  insured  status  and  benefit 
amounts  through  electronic  processes  in  many  cases  in  which  manual 
processes  are  now  required. 

This  provision  will  be  effective  for  people  who,  after  enactment, 
become  entitled  to  retirement  or  disability  insurance  benefits  or  die, 
or  whose  benefits  are  recomputed  after  enactment. 

7.  Extension  of  time  for  filing  reports  of  earnings 

Under  the  bill  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  grant  an  extension  of 
the  time  in  which  a  person  may  file  a  report  of  earnings  for  retire- 
ment test  purposes  if  there  is  a  valid  reason  for  his  not  filing  it  on 
time . 

The  provision  will  be  effective  upon  enactment. 

8 .  Penalties  for  failure  to  file  timely  reports  of  earnings  and  certain 
other  events 

Under  present  law,  it  is  possible  for  a  person  who  fails  to  report 
information  that  would  cause  benefits  to  be  withheld  to  be  penalized 
in  amounts  in  excess  of  the  benefits  that  must  be  withheld.     The  bill 
eliminates  the  possibility  of  this  occurring  in  the  future. 

The  provision  will  apply  to  penalties  imposed  on  and  after  the  date 
of  enactment . 


6 


9.    Dependency  of  a  child  on  his  mother 

The  bill  provides  that  a  child  would  "be  deemed  dependent  on  his  mother 
and  could  become  entitled  to  benefits  if  at  the  time  his  mother  died, 
or  retired,  or  became  disabled,  she  was  either  fully  or  currently 
insured.    As  a  result,  a  child  could  get  benefits  based  on  his  mother's 
earnings  record  under  the  same  conditions  as  those  under  which  a  child 
can  become  entitled  to  benefits  based  on  his  father's  earnings.  Under 
present  law,  currently  insured  status  (coverage  in  six  out  of  the  last 
13  quarters  ending  with  death,  retirement  or  disability)  is  required 
unless  the  mother  was  actually  supporting  the  child. 

The  provision  is  effective  with  benefits  for  February  1968.  An 
estimated  175*000  children  will  become  eligible  for  benefits  for 
February  under  this  provision  and  an  estimated  $83  million  will  be 
payable  in  additional  benefits  in  the  first  12  months  of  operation 
under  this  provision. 

10.  Benefits  for  a  child  adopted  by  a  surviving  spouse 

The  bill  provides  that  a  child  adopted  by  the  surviving  spouse  of  a 
worker  may  qualify  for  benefits  on  the  worker's  earnings  record  if 
adoption  proceedings  had  begun  before  the  worker  died,  even  though 
the  adoption  is  not  completed  within  2  years  after  the  worker's  death. 

The  provision  will  be  effective  for  and  after  February  1968. 

11.  Benefits  for  a  child  adopted  by  a  disabled  worker 

The  bill  provides  that  a  child  who  was  legally  adopted  by  a  worker 
after  he  became  entitled  to  disability  benefits  may  receive  child's 
benefits  if  all  the  following  conditions  are  met:     (l)  the  adoption 
was  supervised  by  a  child-placement  agency;   (2)  the  adoption  was 
decreed  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  within  the  United  States; 
(3)  the  adopting  parent  had  continuously  resided  in  the  United  States 
for  at  least  one  year  prior  to  the  date  of  adoption;  and  (h)  the  child 
was  under  age  18  at  the  time  the  adoption  took  place . 

12 .  Requirements  for  husband's  and  widower's  insurance  benefits 

The  bill  removes  the  provision  in  present  law  that  a  dependent  husband 
or  widower  may  become  entitled  to  social  security  benefits  on  his 
wife's  earnings  only  if  his  wife  is  currently  insured  at  the  time  she 
died,  became  disabled,  or  retired. 

The  provision  is  effective  with  benefits  for  February  1968.  An 
estimated  5,000  people  will  become  eligible  for  benefits  for  February 
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under  this  provision  and  an  estimated  $3  million  will  be  payable  in 
additional  benefits  in  the  first  12  months  of  operation  under  this 
provision. 

13 .     Definition  of  "widow,"  "widower/'  and  "stepchild" 

The  bill  provides  that  a  widow,  widower,  or  stepchild  would  be 
considered  such  for  social  security  purposes  (a)  if  the  marriage 
had  existed  for  9  months,  or  (b)  in  case  of  death  in  line  of  duty  in 
the  uniformed  service  and  in  case  of  accidental  death,  if  the  marriage 
had  existed  for  3  months --except  where  the  deceased  individual  could 
not  have  been  reasonably  expected  to  live  for  9  months  at  the  time  the 
marriage  occurred. 

Ik.  Underpayments 

The  amendments  authorize  the  Secretary  to  settle  claims  for  unpaid 
medical  insurance  benefits  in  cases  where  the  beneficiary  dies. 
Where  the  bill  for  covered  services  has  not  been  paid,  payment 
would  be  made  only  to  the  physician  (or  other  provider  of  services) 
and  only  if  the  physician  (or  other  provider)  agrees  to  accept  the 
reasonable  charge  for  the  services  as  his  full  charge.     Where  the 
bill  has  been  paid,  benefits  would  be  paid  first  to  the  person  who 
paid  the  bill.     If  the  person  who  paid  the  bill  is  the  decedent, 
the  payment  would  be  made  to  the  legal  representative  of  his  estate, 
if  there  is  one .     Then  the  amendments  provide  the  following  uniform 
order  of  payment  for  both  cash  benefits  and  medical  insurance 
benefits:     (l)  spouse  living  with  the  deceased  individual  at  the 
time  of  his  death  or  spouse  not  living  with  him  but  entitled  to 
benefits  on  the  same  earnings  record,  (2)  child  entitled  to  benefits 
on  the  same  earnings  record,   (3)  parent  entitled  to  benefits  on  the 
same  earnings  record,  (h)  spouse  who  was  neither  entitled  to  benefits 
on  the  same  earnings  record  nor  living  with  the  deceased  individual, 

(5)  child  not  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same  earnings  record, 

(6)  parent  not  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same  earnings  record,  and 

(7)  legal  representative  of  the  individual's  estate,  if  any. 

15 •    Recovery  of  overpayments 

The  bill  provides  that,  where  an  overpaid  person  is  alive,  the  over- 
paid benefits  may  be  recovered  by  requiring  the  overpaid  beneficiary 
to  refund  the  overpayment  or  by  withholding  the  benefits  payable  to 
him  or  to  any  other  person  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same  earnings 
record.     (Under  present  law  this  is  specifically  authorized  only  in 
death  cases.)    Also,  any  beneficiary  who  is  liable  for  repayment  of 
an  overpayment,  whether  the  overpayment  was  made  to  him  or  to  another 
person,  will  be  able  to  qualify  for  waiver  of  recovery  of  the  overpaid 
amount  if  he  is  without  fault  and  if  he  meets  the  other  conditions 
prescribed  in  the  law. 
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16.  Benefits  paid  on  the  basis  of  erroneous  reports  of  death  in  military 
service 

The  bill  provides  that  benefits  paid  on  the  basis  of  erroneous 
official  reports  of  death  issued  by  the  Department  of  Defense  would 
be  lawful  payments  for  months  before  the  reports  are  corrected. 

17.  Payments  to  certain  children 

The  bill  provides  that  benefits  payable  to  a  person  on  the  effective 
date  of  the  I965  amendments  which  were  reduced  because  a  child  became 
entitled  to  benefits  as  a  result  of  the  change  in  the  definition  of 
"child"  in  the  1965  amendments  will  not  be  reduced  in  the  future . 
Benefits  for  children  who  qualify  only  under  the  1965  amendments 
(section  216(h)(3)  of  present  law)  and  who  become  entitled  to  benefits 
for  months  after  December  I967  would  be  residual- -that  is,  that  the 
benefits  payable  to  such  children  could  not  exceed  the  difference 
between  the  sum  of  all  other  benefits  being  paid  on  the  worker's 
earnings  record  and  the  maximum  amount  payable  on  that  record. 

18 .  Limitation  on  payment  of  benefits  to  aliens  outside  the  United  States 

Under  present  law,  an  alien  who  is  outside  the  United  States  for  6 
consecutive  months  has  his  benefits  withheld  under  certain  conditions. 
The  bill  changes  this  provision  so  that,  for  purposes  of  the  6-month 
provision,  an  alien  who  is  outside  the  United  States  for  more  than 
30  days  will  be  considered  outside  the  United  States  until  he  returns 
to  the  United  States  for  30  consecutive  days.    As  under  present  law, 
once  the  6-month  period  has  elapsed  and  benefits  have  been  suspended, 
a  person  would  have  to  return  to  the  United  States  for  a  full  calendar 
month  in  order  for  his  benefits  to  be  resumed. 

The  bill  also  provides  that  the  10-year-residence  and  U0- quarters -of - 
coverage  exceptions  to  the  alien  nonpayment  provisions  will  not  apply 
after  June  1968  to  any  alien  who  is  a  citizen  of  a  country  that  has  a 
social  security  system  of  general  applicability  under  which  benefits 
would  not  be  paid  to  United  States  citizens  who  are  living  outside 
that  country.     (Payment  will  continue  to  be  made  under  certain  circum- 
stances to  a  person  who  is  a  citizen  of  a  country  that  has  no  generally 
applicable  social  security  system.) 

Also,  benefits  will  not  be  payable  for  any  month  after  June  I968  to  an 
alien  living  in  a  country  where  the  Treasury  ban  on  payments  is  in 
effect  with  respect  to  benefits  for  that  month.     Any  amounts  accumulated 
through  June  1968  for  aliens  who  are  living  in  countries  where  payment 
cannot  be  made  would  be  limited  in  amount  to  12  months'  benefits  and 
would  not  be  payable  to  anyone  other  than  the  person  from  whom  they  have 
been  withheld  or  a  survivor  who  is  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same 
earnings  record. 
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19-     Expedited  "benefit  payments 

The  "bill  provides  a  formal  method  of  expediting  payment  of  retirement 
and  survivors  insurance  "benefits  on  the  basis  of  a  written  request. 
In  cases  involving  entitlement  to  monthly  benefits  or  the  resumption 
of  benefits  that  have  been  suspended,  a  written  request  may  be  filed 
after  90  days  have  elapsed  from  the  date  the  claimant  submitted  the 
last  of  the  evidence  requested  to  show  that  a  payment  was  due;  in  a 
case  involving  an  initially  unexplained  interruption  in  benefit  payments 
or  the  transition  from  one  type  of  benefit  to  another  (for  example, 
from  wife's  to  widow's  benefits),  a  written  request  may  be  filed  after 
30  days  have  elapsed  after  the  15th  of  the  month  in  which  the  benefit 
payment  was  due.     If  payments  are  due  they  would  begin  within  15  days 
after  the  date  of  the  request. 

The  provision  is  effective  July  1,  I968. 

20.  Advisory  Councils  on  Social  Security 

Under  the  bill  future  Advisory  Councils  on  Social  Security  will  be 
appointed  in  1969  and  every  fourth  year  thereafter  (and  after  January 
of  the  year  of  appointment),  instead  of  in  1968  and  every  fifth  year 
thereafter  as  under  present  law.     In  addition,  the  Secretary  will 
appoint  the  Chairman  of  the  Council;  under  present  law,  the  Commissioner 
of  Social  Security  serves  as  Chairman.     (The  reports  of  the  Ways  and 
Means  and  Finance  Committees  noted  that  "the  Commissioner  of  Social 
Security  suggested  that  it  might  be  desirable  for  the  Chairman  of  the 
Council,  like  the  Council  members,  to  be  a  person  from  outside  the 
Government . " ) 

21 .  Disclosure  of  the  whereabouts  of  certain  individuals 

Upon  request,  the  Social  Security  Administration  will  be  required  to 
furnish  to  an  appropriate  court  the  most  recent  address  of  a  deserting 
parent  for  the  court's  use  in  connection  with  a  support  and  maintenance 
order  for  a  deserted  child. 

22.  Attorneys'  fees 

The  bill  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  certify  payment  to  attorneys, 
out  of  a  claimant's  past-due  benefits,  of  fees  for  attorneys'  services 
rendered  in  administrative  proceedings  before  the  Secretary.  The 
amount  certified  for  payment  will  be  the  smaller  of:     (l)  25  percent 
of  the  total  past-due  benefits,   (2)  the  amount  of  the  attorney's  fee 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  or  (3)  the  amount  agreed  upon  between 
the  claimant  and  the  attorney.     This  provision  is  similar  to  the  one 
in  present  law  under  which  a  court  may  authorize  the  Secretary  to 
certify  payment  to  an  attorney,   out  of  the  claimant's  past-due  benefits, 
of  the  fee  set  by  the  court  for  the  attorney's  services  rendered  in 
court  proceedings  (which  fee  cannot  exceed  25  percent  of  the  claimant's 
total  past-due  benefits). 
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B.     HEALTH  INSURANCE  CHANGES 


1.  Payment  of  physician  bills  under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance 
program 

The  "bill  permits  medical  insurance  benefits  (for  physicians'  services 
and  other  services  reimbursable  on  a  charge  basis  )  to  be  paid  to  the 
beneficiary  on  the  basis  of  an  itemized  bill  (whether  or  not  it  is 
receipted)  rather  than  on  the  basis  of  a  receipted  bill  as  under 
present  law;  the  present  assignment  method  is  retained. 

This  provision  applies  to  any  claim  upon  which  final  action  has  not 
been  taken  before  enactment. 

2.  Time  limit  on  filing  supplementary  medical  insurance  claims 

The  bill  establishes  a  time  limit  on  the  period  within  which  payment 
may  be  requested  under  the  medical  insurance  program  with  respect  to 
services  reimbursable  on  a  charge  basis.     Claims  for  the  services  in 
question  will,  in  general,  have  to  be  filed  no  later  than  the  end  of 
the  calendar  year  following  the  year  in  which  the  services  are 
furnished,  except  that  the  time  limit  on  filing  with  respect  to 
services  furnished  in  the  last  3  months  of  the  year  will  be  the  same 
as  if  the  services  had  been  furnished  in  the  subsequent  year.  A 
further  exception  is  that  the  time  limitation  on  filing  claims  for 
services  received  during  July,  August,  and  September  of  1966  will 
not  expire  until  March  31,  1968. 

3.  Additional  days  of  hospital  care 

The  bill  provides  that  each  medicare  beneficiary  will  have  a  lifetime 
reserve  of  60  days  of  added  coverage  of  hospital  care  after  the  90 
days  covered  in  a  "spell  of  illness"  have  been  exhausted.  Coinsurance 
of  $20  per  day  will  be  applicable  to  these  added  days  of  coverage. 

This  provision  applies  with  respect  to  services  furnished  after 
December  314  1967. 

k.     Inclusion  of  podiatrists '  services 

The  bill  covers  the  nonroutine  services  of  doctors  of  podiatry  or 
surgical  chiropody  under  the  medical  insurance  program.     In  addition, 
the  bill  excludes  routine  foot  care  from  coverage  whether  performed 
by  a  podiatrist  or  a  medical  doctor. 

This  provision  applies  to  services  furnished  after  December  31 >  • 
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5.  Payment  for  services  in  nonparticipating  hospitals 

The  bill  provides  payments  for  inpatient  services  (whether  or  not 
emergency  services )  furnished  to  beneficiaries  admitted  before 
January  1,  1968,  to  nonparticipating  hospitals  that  meet  the  new 
definition  of  "emergency  hospital"  described  below.    The  payments 
will  be  made  directly  to  the  individual,  and,  subject  to  the  $h0 
deductible  and  other  statutory  payment  limitations  in  present  law, 
they  will  be  equal  to  60  percent  of  the  room  and  board  charges  plus 
80  percent  of  the  ancillary  charges.     If  the  hospital  formally 
participates  in  medicare  before  19^9  an^  ^  ^  applies  its  utiliza- 
tion review  plan  to  the  services  in  question,  payment  can  be  made 
for  up  to  the  full  90  days  of  coverage  in  the  spell  of  illness. 
Otherwise,  payment  will  be  limited  to  20  days  of  coverage. 

A  similar  provision  relating  only  to  emergency  services  applies  to 
admissions  taking  place  on  or  after  January  1,  1968.     Under  the  new 
provisions,  nonparticipating  hospitals  may  continue  to  apply  for 
payment  for  emergency  services  on  a  reasonable -cost  basis,  but  only 
if  they  agree  to  bill  the  program  for  all  such  services  furnished 
during  the  year.     If  the  hospital  does  not  choose  to  bill  for 
emergency  services,  the  patient  may  receive  payment  direct  from  the 
program  on  the  percentage-of -charges  basis  described  above. 

The  bill  modifies  the  definition  of  hospitals  eligible  to  furnish 
covered  emergency  services.     Under  it,  an  "emergency  hospital"  means 
a  licensed  institution  which  is  primarily  engaged  in  providing 
medical  care  under  the  supervision  of  a  doctor  and  which  has  full- 
time  nursing.     The  new,  less  restrictive,  definition  applies 
retroactively  to  July  1,  1966,  so  that  some  hospitals  which  are 
ineligible  under  present  law  to  receive  payment  for  emergency 
services  may  receive  such  payments  on  behalf  of  beneficiaries  back 
to  the  beginning  of  the  program  provided  they  apply  for  such  payments. 
If  the  hospital  does  not  apply  for  reimbursement,  the  patient  may  be 
paid  directly  under  the  new  percentage-of -charges  payment  provisions. 

6.  Payment  under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program  for 
noncovered  hospital  ancillary  services 

The  bill  permits  payment  under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance 
program  for  certain  ancillary  hospital  and  extended  care  facility 
services,  principally  X-ray  and  laboratory  services,  for  which  no 
payment  may  be  made  under  the  hospital  insurance  program- -where,  for 
example,  the  patient  has  exhausted  his  eligibility  under  that  program 
or  where  an  extended  care  facility  patient  has  not  satisfied  the 
prior-hospitali zat ion  requirement . 

This  provision  applies  to  services  furnished  after  March  31>  1968. 
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7.  Eye  refractions 

The  bill  adds  to  the  present  exclusion  from  medicare  coverage  of 
expenses  incurred  for  routine  checkups ,  or  for  eyeglasses  or  eye 
examinations  for  the  purpose  of  prescribing,  fitting,  or  changing 
eyeglasses,  a  specific  exclusion  of  expenses  for  procedures  performed 
(during  the  course  of  any  eye  examination  regardless  of  "by  whom  per- 
formed) to  determine  the  refractive  state  of  the  eyes. 

This  provision  will  be  effective  upon  enactment. 

8.  Payment  for  purchase  of  durable  medical  equipment 

The  bill  permits  payment  to  be  made  for  durable  medical  equipment 
that  has  been  purchased  by  the  individual.     Except  for  inexpensive 
items,  payment  will  be  made  periodically  in  the  same  amount  as  if 
the  equipment  were  rented,  for  the  period  the  equipment  was  needed; 
no  more  than  the  purchase  price  of  the  equipment  can  be  covered. 

This  provision  applies  to  items  purchased  after  December  31;  19^7  • 

9.  Payment  for  outpatient  physical  therapy  services 

The  bill  covers  under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program 
outpatient  physical  therapy  services  furnished  by  physical  therapists 
employed  by  or  under  an  agreement  with  and  under  the  supervision  of 
hospitals  and  other  providers  of  services  and  approved  clinics, 
rehabilitation  centers,  and  public  health  agencies.     The  patient  will 
not  have  to  be  homebound  for  the  physical  therapy  services  to  be 
covered. 

This  provision  applies  to  services  furnished  after  June  30;  1968. 

10.  Physician  certification 

The  bill  eliminates  the  physician  certification  requirement  for 
hospital  outpatient  services  and  admissions  to  general  hospitals. 

This  provision  is  effective  upon  enactment. 

11.  Simplification  of  reimbursement  to  hospitals  for  certain  services 

The  bill  (l)  provides  that  the  full  reasonable  charges  (no  deductible 
or  coinsurance)  will  be  paid  under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance 
program  for  covered  radiology  and  pathology  services  furnished  by 
physicians  to  hospital  inpatients;   (2)  consolidates  all  coverage  of 
outpatient  hospital  services  under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance 
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program  by  transferring  coverage  of  outpatient  hospital  diagnostic 
services  from  the  hospital  insurance  program  to  the  supplementary 
medical  insurance  program;  and  (3)  authorizes  hospitals  to  bill 
medicare  patients  directly  for  small  outpatient  charges  (subject  to 
final  settlement  in  accordance  with  present  cost-reimbursement 
provisions  ) . 

These  provisions  apply  to  services  furnished  after  March  31;  19^8. 

12.  Supplementary  medical  insurance  enrollment  periods 

Under  the  bill,  the  general  enrollment  periods  of  the  supplementary 
medical  insurance  program  are  placed  on  an  annual,  rather  than 
biennial,  basis  and,  beginning  in  19&9,  run  ^TOXa  January  1  through 
March  31*  rather  than  from  October  1  through  December  31  as  under 
present  law.    The  Secretary  will  determine  and  promulgate  during 
December  of  each  year  the  premium  rate  which  will  be  applicable  for 
a.  12-month  period  to  begin  the  following  July  1.    When  the  Secretary 
promulgates  a  rate  change  for  part  B,  he  will  also  be  required  to 
issue  a  public  statement  setting  forth  the  actuarial  assumptions  and 
other  bases  upon  which  he  arrived  at  the  new  rate.     Persons  wishing 
to  disenroll  may  do  so  at  any  time,  but  such  disenrollment  will  not 
take  effect  until  the  close  of  the  calendar  quarter  following  the 
quarter  in  which  the  notice  of  disenrollment  is  filed. 

13.  Incentive  reimbursement  experimentation 

The  bill  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  experiment  with  various  methods 
of  reimbursement  to  organizations  and  physicians  under  medicare, 
medicaid,  and  the  child  health  programs  which  would  provide  incentives 
for  limiting  costs  of  the  programs  while  maintaining  quality  care. 
The  experiments  would  involve  only  those  physicians  and  organizations 
that  volunteer  to  participate  in  such  experiments.     No  experiments 
will  be  initiated  until  the  Secretary  obtains  the  advice  and  recom- 
mendations of  specialists  who  are  competent  to  evaluate  the 
possibilities  of  securing  productive  results. 

This  provision  is  effective  upon  enactment. 

Ik.     Enrollment  under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program  on  the 
basis  of  an  alleged  date  of  attainment  of  age  65 

The  bill  provides  that  a  person  who  has  attained  age  65  but  who  failed 
to  enroll  in  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  plan  during  his 
"initial  enrollment  period"  because  he  was  mistaken  about  his  correct 
age  may,  provided  his  mistake  resulted  from  his  reliance  on  documentary 
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evidence  which  proved  to  be  incorrect ,  enroll  using  the  date  of 
attainment  of  age  65  shown  on  the  erroneous  documentary  evidence  as 
a  basis  for  his  enrollment. 

This  provision  will  be  effective  beginning  February  1968. 

15 .  Transitional  provision  on  eligibility  of  presently  uninsured  individuals 
for  hospital  insurance  benefits 

Under  the  bill  the  requirements  for  entitlement  to  hospital  insurance 
protection  after  19^7  are  increased  more  gradually  than  they  are  under 
present  law.     Under  the  bill,  the  minimum  number  of  quarters  of 
coverage  required  for  hospital  insurance  protection  is  reduced  from  the 
present  6  quarters  of  coverage  to  3  quarters  for  persons  who  attain  age 
65  in  1968,  and  who  are  not  insured  for  social  security  or  railroad 
retirement  cash  benefits.     Comparable  reductions  are  made  in  the  number 
of  quarters  of  coverage  that  present  law  requires  in  the  case  of  people 
who  attain  age  65  in  subsequent  years. 

16.  Payment  for  portable  X-ray  services 

The  bill  permits  payment  under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance 
program  for  diagnostic  X-ray  services  furnished  in  a  patient's  home  or 
in  a  nursing  home  if  the  services  are  provided  under  the  general 
supervision  of  a  physician  and  if  the  performance  of  the  tests  meets 
health  and  safety  regulations. 

This  provision  applies  to  services  furnished  after  December  31;  19^7  • 

17.  Blood  deductibles 

The  bill  broadens  the  definition  of  "blood"  to  include  packed  red 
blood  cells  as  well  as  whole  blood  and  extends  the  application  of  the 
3-pint  deductible  provisions  to  the  supplementary  medical  insurance 
program  as  well  as  to  the  hospital  insurance  program.    Replacement  of 
blood  will  be  on  a  pint-for-pint  basis,  as  under  present  law. 

This  provision  applies  to  payments  for  blood  furnished  an  individual 
after  December  31*  19^7. 

18.  Limitation  on  special  reduction  in  allowable  days  of  inpatient  hospital 
services 

The  bill  modifies  the  provision  of  present  law  under  which  days  in  a 
psychiatric  or  tuberculosis  hospital  immediately  before  entitlement 
to  hospital  insurance  are  counted  against  the  days  of  coverage  a 
person  would  otherwise  have  in  his  first  spell  of  illness.     The  bill 
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(l)  removes  tuberculosis  hospitals  from  the  application  of  the 
provision,  so  that  a  person's  entitlement  to  hospital  insurance 
"benefits  will  he  the  same  if  he  received  hospital  services  in  a 
tuberculosis  hospital  as  it  would  he  if  he  received  services  in 
a  general  hospital  and  (2)  makes  the  provision  inapplicable  to 
benefits  for  services  in  a  general  hospital  if  the  services  are 
not  primarily  for  the  diagnosis  or  treatment  of  mental  illness. 

This  provision  applies  to  payments  for  services  furnished  after 
December  31 >  19^7  • 

19.  Refunds  of  certain  overpayments  by  employees  of  hospital  insurance 
tax 

The  bill  authorizes  refunds  to  workers  of  hospital  insurance  taxes 
paid  on  amounts  in  excess  of  the  maximum  earnings  base  ($7;800  in 
1968  under  the  bill)  where  the  worker  has  paid  both  social  security 
and  railroad  retirement  taxes. 

This  provision  will  apply  to  wages  paid  after  December  31>  1967;  and 
to  self -employment  income  for  taxable  years  ending  on  or  after 
December  31>  I968. 

20.  Health  Insurance  Benefits  Advisory  Council 

The  bill  transfers  the  duties  previously  assigned  to  the  National 
Medical  Review  Committee  (never  established)  to  the  Health  Insurance 
Benefits  Advisory  Council  and  increases  the  membership  of  the  Health 
Insurance  Benefits  Advisory  Council  from  16  to  19  persons. 

This  provision  will  be  effective  upon  enactment  of  the  bill. 

21.  Reimbursement  for  civil  service  retirement  annuitants  for  premium 
payments  under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program 

The  bill  provides  that  Federal  employee  health  benefit  plans  will  be 
permitted  to  reimburse  civil  service  retirement  annuitants  who  are 
members  of  group  health  plans  for  the  premium  payments  they  make  to 
the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program  under  certain  conditions. 

This  provision  will  be  effective  upon  enactment. 

22.  Appropriation  to  supplementary  medical  insurance  trust  fund 

The  bill  provides  that,  after  June  30,  19^7^  whenever  the  transfer  of 
general  revenue  funds  to  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  trust  fund 
is  not  made  at  the  time  the  enrollee  contribution  is  made,  the  general 
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fund  of  the  Treasury  will  pay,  in  addition  to  the  Government  share,  an 
amount  equal  to  the  interest  that  would  have  "been  paid  had  the  transfer 
been  made  on  time.    Also,  the  contingency  reserve  now  provided  for  1966 
and  1967  is  made  available  through  1969. 

23.    Use  of  State  agencies  to  assist  health  facilities  to  participate  in 
the  various  health  programs  under  the  Social  Security  Act 

The  bill  authorizes  75-percent  Federal  matching  for  the  cost  of 
services  which  State  health  agencies  perform  in  helping  health 
facilities  to  qualify  for  participation  in  the  various  health  programs 
under  the  Social  Security  Act  (including  medicare,  medicaid,  and  the 
child  health  programs  )  and  to  improve  their  fiscal  records  for  payment 
purposes.     The  bill  repeals  the  medicare  provision  under  which  such 
services  are  financed  on  a  100-percent  basis  from  the  Federal  Hospital 
Insurance  Trust  Fund. 

This  provision  will  be  effective  July  1,  19^9  • 

2k.     Coordination  of  title  XIX  and  the  supplementary  medical  insurance 
program 

The  bill  permits  States  to  ""buy-in"  for  supplementary  medical  insurance 
for  all  of  their  aged  who  are  eligible  for  medical  assistance.  Under 
present  law  they  may  do  so  only  for  aged  persons  receiving  cash 
assistance.    Also,  the  January  1,  1968,  deadline  for  entering  into  an 
agreement  with  the  Secretary  for  buying-in  is  extended  to  January  1, 
1970,  and  the  States  are  permitted  to  cover  under  the  agreement 
persons  who  become  eligible  for  assistance  after  that  date.    The  bill 
further  provides  that  Federal  matching  payments  will  not  be  made  for 
services  furnished  to  individuals  not  enrolled  in  the  supplementary 
medical  insurance  program  if  the  services  would  have  been  covered  had 
such  individuals  been  enrolled  in  the  program. 
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C.     COVERAGE  CHANGES 

1.  Coverage  of  clergymen 

The  services  that  a  clergyman,  Christian  Science  practitioner,  or  member 
of  a  religious  order  who  has  not  taken  a  vow  of  poverty  performs  in  the 
exercise  of  his  profession  will  he  covered  automatically  unless,  within 
specified  time  limits,  he  submits  a  statement  that  he  is  opposed  to 
having  his  professional  services  covered  under  social  security  or  other 
public  insurance  on  grounds  of  religious  principle  or  conscience. 
Coverage  will  be  under  the  self -employment  provisions,  as  in  the  case  of 
clergymen,  Christian  Science  practitioners,  and  members  of  religious 
orders  who  have  elected  coverage  under  previous  law.    Members  of  religious 
orders  who  have  taken  a  vow  of  poverty  will  continue  to  be  excluded  as 
under  previous  law.     Clergymen  who  elected  coverage  under  previous  law 
will  continue  to  be  covered. 

The  provision  is  effective  for  taxable  years  ending  after  December  31? 
1967.    The  change  will  afford  social  security  protection  to  most  of  the 
60,000  full-time  clergymen  (and  their  families)  who  have  not  elected 
coverage,  and  will  increase  protection  for  many  others  who  work  part 
time  in  the  ministry. 

2 .  Additional  "wage  credits  for  servicemen 

The  covered  earnings  of  a  person  on  active  duty  in  the  uniformed  services 
(including  active  duty  for  training)  will  be  deemed  to  be  $300  more 
than  his  basic  pay  in  a  calendar  quarter,  except  that  the  deemed  addi- 
tional covered  earnings  will  be  $100  when  his  basic  pay  in  a  calendar 
quarter  is  $100  or  less,  and  $200  when  his  basic  pay  in  a  quarter  is 
over  $100  but  is  not  over  $200.     The  deemed  additional  covered  earnings 
are  intended  to  take  into  account  that  the  regular  contributory  social 
security  coverage  of  a  serviceman  reflects  only  his  basic  pay  and  does 
not  include  certain  cash  increments  or  the  substantial  value  of  payments 
in  kind  which  are  generally  counted  as  wages  in  other  covered  employment. 

The  provision  will  apply  to  service  pay  that  is  paid  after  December  31* 
1967.    The  social  security  trust  funds  will  be  reimbursed  from  general 
revenues  for  the  additional  cost  of  paying  the  benefits  resulting  from 
this  provision. 

3 .  Retirement  income  of  retired  partners 

Certain  partnership  income  of  retired  partners  will  no  longer  be  taxed 
or  credited  for  social  security  purposes.    The  provision  specifies  certain 
conditions  that  must  be  met  to  assure  that  the  income  is  in  fact  retire- 
ment income . 

The  provision  is  effective  with  taxable  years  ending  on  or  after 
December  31,  1967 . 
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h.    Additional  time  for  members  of  religious  sects  to  apply  for  exemption 
from  social  security  tax 

The  time  for  filing  for  exemption  from  the  social  security  self- 
employment  tax  "by  members  of  religious  sects  (mainly,  the  Old  Order 
Amish)  conscientiously  objecting  to  insurance  is  extended.    Those  who 
had  self -employment  income  for  taxable  years  ending  before  December  31? 
1967,  have  until  December  31>  19&8,  to  file  for  exemption.  (Under 
previous  law,  the  deadline  for  filing  was  April  15,  19&6,  for  taxable 
years  ending  before  December  31^  19^5 •)    For  those  who  first  receive 
self -employment  income  in  a  taxable  year  ending  on  or  after  December  31> 
1967,  the  application  will  be  timely  if  filed  by  the  due  date  for  the 
income  tax  return  for  the  year  in  question.     In  these  latter  cases,  an 
application  will  be  valid  if  filed  within  3  months  following  the  month 
in  which  the  person  is  notified  in  writing  by  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  that  a  timely  application  has  not  been  filed. 

5 .  Family  employment 

Coverage  is  extended  to  domestic  employment  performed  in  an  employer- 
employee  relationship  by  a  parent  for  his  son  or  daughter  in  circumstances 
in  which  it  may  be  assumed  that  there  is  a  need  for  the  parent  to  perform 
the  work.     The  employment  will  be  covered  in  a  calendar  quarter  if  the 
employer  has  in  his  home  a  son  or  daughter  who  is  under  age  18  or  has  a 
physical  or  mental  condition  that  requires  the  personal  care  of  an  adult 
for  at  least  k  continuous  weeks  in  the  quarter,  and  the  employer  either 
is  widowed  or  divorced,  and  has  not  remarried,  or  has  a  spouse  in  the 
home  who  is  incapable  of  caring  for  the  employer's  son  or  daughter  for 
at  least  k  continuous  weeks  in  the  quarter. 

The  provision  is  effective  after  December  I967. 

6.  Exclusion  from  wages  of  certain  payments  under  employer -established  plans 

The  bill  excludes  from  the  definition  of  wages,  for  social  security 
credit  and  tax  purposes,  payments  made  to  an  employee  or  any  of  his 
dependents  if  (a)  the  payments  are  made  pursuant  to  an  employer  plan; 
(b)  the  payments  begin  upon  or  after  the  termination  of  the  employee's 
employment  relationship;  and  (c)  the  termination  was  because  of  death, 
retirement  for  disability,  or  retirement  at  an  age  specified  in  a  plan 
of  the  employer.     The  exclusion  will  not  apply  to  any  payment  which 
would  have  been  made  even  if  the  employment  relationship  had  not  been 
terminated,  or  to  any  payment  made  upon  or  after  termination  of  employ- 
ment, if  such  termination  is  for  any  reason  other  than  death,  or  retire- 
ment because  of  age  or  disability. 

The  provision  is  effective  with  respect  to  payments  made  after  enactment. 
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7.     State  and  local  governmental  employees 

a.  Coverage  of  employees  ineligible  for  membership  in  a  retirement 
system 

Social  security  coverage  will  be  facilitated  for  employees  who 
are  in  positions  under  a  State  or  local  retirement  system  but  are 
not  eligible  to  become  members  of  the  system.    Under  previous 
law,  these  employees  could  not  be  covered  under  social  security 
by  means  of  the  "divided  retirement  system"  provision,  which 
permits  specified  States  to  cover  only  those  current  members  of 
a  retirement  system  who  desire  coverage.     It  will  now  be  possible 
for  these  ineligible  workers  to  be  covered  when  the  divided 
retirement  system  procedure  is  used  to  extend  coverage  to  a 
retirement  system  group. 

The  provision  is  effective  on  enactment. 

b .  Election  officials  and  election  workers 

A  State  will  be  permitted  to  exclude  from  social  security 
coverage  future  services  performed  by  officials  and  election 
workers  who  are  paid  less  than  $50  in  a  calendar  quarter  for 
such  services.     The  exclusion  can  be  taken  for  the  election 
officials  and  workers  of  the  State  or  any  of  its  political 
subdivisions  either  at  the  time  coverage  is  extended  to  employees 
of  the  State  or  the  subdivision  or  at  a  later  date.  Under 
previous  law,  these  services  could  be  excluded  only  at  the  time 
coverage  was  extended  to  the  employees  of  the  State  or  the 
subdivision. 

The  new  provision  permits  a  State  to  modify  its  agreement  on  or 
after  January  1,  19&8,  to  exclude  these  services  prospectively. 

c .  Exclusion  of  emergency  services 

Services  performed  for  a  State  or  local  government  by  workers 
hired  on  a  temporary  basis  in  emergencies  such  as  a  fire,  storm, 
flood,  or  earthquake,  now  excludable  at  the  option  of  the  State, 
will  be  mandatorily  excluded  from  coverage. 

The  provision  is  effective  with  respect  to  services  performed  on 
or  after  January  1,  19 68. 

d.  Divided  retirement  system  provision  --  Illinois 

Illinois  is  added  to  the  list  of  States  which  are  permitted  to 
extend  social  security  coverage  to  those  current  members  of  a 
State  or  local  retirement  system  who  desire  coverage,  with  all 
future  employees  being  compulsorily  covered. 

The  amendment  is  effective  on  enactment. 
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e.  Employees  compensated  "by  fees 

The  bill  modifies  the  social  security  coverage  provisions 
applying  to  State  and  local  government  employees  who  are 
compensated  solely  on  a  fee  basis  (such  as  constables  and 
justices  of  the  peace)  to  cover  a  larger  number  of  such 
employees.    Under  present  law,  fee-basis  employees,  like 
other  State  and  local  government  employees,  can  be  covered 
only  under  a  State  coverage  agreement.    Under  the  new  provi- 
sions, in  the  case  of  employees  who  are  compensated  solely 
on  a  fee  basis,  fees  received  after  1967  "which  are  not  covered 
under  a  State  agreement  are  compulsorily  covered  under  the 
self -employment  provisions  of  law,  except  that  people  in  fee- 
basis  positions  in  1968  may  elect  not  to  have  their  fees  covered 
under  the  self -employment  provisions.    A  State  will  be  permitted, 
as  under  previous  law,  to  modify  its  coverage  agreement  to 
provide  coverage  for  fee-basis  employees  as  employees.  However, 
unlike  previous  law,  a  State  may  remove  from  coverage  under  its 
agreement  persons  who  are  compensated  solely  on  a  fee  basis. 

The  provision  is  effective  with  respect  to  fees  received  after 
December  31,  1967. 

f .  Further  opportunity  to  elect  coverage  under  divided  retirement 
system  provision 

An  additional  opportunity  is  given,  through  1969,  for  election 
of  social  security  coverage  by  employees  of  States  and  localities 
who  did  not  elect  coverage  when  they  previously  had  the  opportunity 
to  do  so  under  the  provision  permitting  specified  States  to  cover 
only  those  current  members  of  a  retirement  system  who  desire 
coverage . 

The  amendment  is  effective  on  enactment. 

g.  Coverage  for  erroneously  reported  former  employees 

A  State  will  be  permitted,  when  it  provides  retroactive  coverage 
for  a  coverage  group  under  a  modification  of  the  State's 
agreement,  to  provide  retroactive  coverage  for  former  employees 
of  the  coverage  group  whose  earnings  had  been  erroneously  reported 
for  them,  if  no  refund  has  been  made  of  the  taxes  paid  on  the 
erroneously  reported  earnings. 

The  provision  is  effective  on  enactment. 

h.  Policemen  and  firemen 

Puerto  Rico  is  added  to  the  list  of  States  which  may  provide 
coverage  under  social  security  for  policemen  and  firemen  who  are 
covered  under  a  State  or  local  retirement  system. 

The  provision  is  effective  on  enactment. 
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i .    Firemen  in  Nebraska 

Erroneous  earnings  reports  for  certain  Nebraska  firemen  are 
validated  for  those  past  periods  for  which  social  security- 
contributions  were  erroneously  paid,  without  refund. 

The  provision  is  effective  on  enactment. 

j .    Coverage  of  firemen 

It  will  he  possible  to  extend  social  security  coverage  under 
specified  conditions  to  firemen  under  a  State  or  local  retire- 
ment system  in  States  not  specifically  listed,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  States  which  may 
cover  such  policemen  and  firemen.    Such  coverage  may  be  extended 
only  by  means  of  the  referendum  provisions,  and  only  if  the 
Governor  of  the  State  certifies  that  the  overall  benefit  pro- 
tection of  the  group  of  firemen  which  would  be  brought  under 
social  security  coverage  would  be  improved  by  reason  of  the 
extension  of  social  security  coverage  to  the  group.  Only 
firemen  may  vote  in  the  referendum. 

The  provision  is  effective  on  enactment. 

k.    Employees  of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority 

The  State  of  Massachusetts  will  be  permitted  to  remove  from  future 
social  security  coverage  employees  of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
Authority.  If  the  employees  of  the  Turnpike  Authority  are  removed 
from  coverage  under  this  provision  they  cannot  again  be  covered. 
The  Turnpike  Authority  employees  have  been  under  social  security 
longer  than  the  7-year  period  which  is  required  before  there  can 
be  termination,  but  the  2-year  notice  of  intent  to  terminate  had 
not  been  filed. 

The  provision  is  effective  on  enactment. 
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D.     FINANCING  CHANGES 


The  favorable  actuarial  balance  of  0.7^  percent  of  payroll  that  the 
program  has  is  sufficient  to  finance  a  substantial  part  of  the  cost 
of  the  cash  benefit  provisions  in  the  bill.    The  remaining  cost  of 
the  cash  benefit  provisions  and  the  cost  of  the  health  insurance 
provisions  would  be  financed  by:     (l)    an  increase  in  the  contribution 
and  benefit  base  from  $6600  to  $7800  (effective  January  1,  1968) ,  and 
(2)  revised  contribution  rate  schedules  for  the  cash  benefits  and 
hospital  insurance  parts  of  the  program.    There  would  be  no  increase 
in  the  total  contribution  rate  for  1968.    The  ultimate  contribution 
rate  for  cash  benefits  would  be  increased  from  If.  85  percent  to  5*0 
percent  beginning  in  1973  and  the  ultimate  rate  for  hospital  insurance 
would  be  increased  from  0.80  percent  to  0.90  percent  beginning  in  1987. 

The  contribution  rate  schedule  under  present  law  and  under  the  bill  are 
as  follows: 
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1987  and 

7.0 

7.0 

after 

HI  Total 


Present 

Present 

Law 

Bill 

Law 

Bill 

Employer - 

•Employee, 

Each 

0.5$ 

0.6$ 

k.kf. 

k.k$ 

0.5 

0.6 

M 

if. 8 

0.5 

0.6 

M 

5.2 

0.55 

O.65 

5A 

5.65 

0.6 

0.7 

5.U5 

5-7 

0.7 

0.8 

5-55 

5.8 

0.8 

0.9 

5.65 

5.9 
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6M 
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Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund 

The  bill  will  increase  the  percentage  of  taxable  wages  appropriated 
to  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund  (now  0.70  of  1  percent)  to 
0.95  of  1  percent,  and  would  increase  the  percentage  of  self -employment 
income  so  appropriated  (now  0.525  of  1  percent)  to  0.7125  of  1  percent. 

Reports  of  Boards  of  Trustees 

Under  the  bill  the  date  on  which  the  annual  report  of  the  trustees 
of  the  social  security  trust  funds  is  due  is  changed  from  March  1  to 
April  1.     The  report  on  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund 
must  contain  a  separate  actuarial  analysis  of  the  benefit  disbursements 
made  from  that  trust  fund  with  respect  to  disabled  beneficiaries. 
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E.     SPECIAL  STUDIES 


1.  Advisory  council  study  of  health  insurance  for  the  disabled 

The  bill  establishes  an  advisory  council,  to  be  appointed  in  1968,  to 
study  the  question  of  providing  health  insurance  protection  for  the 
disabled  under  title  XVIII,  and  to  report  its  findings,  together  with 
its  recommendations  on  how  such  protection  should  be  financed,  to  the 
Secretary  not  later  than  January  1,  19&9 • 

2.  Study  of  retirement  test  and  drug  proposals 

The  bill  requires  the  Secretary  to  study  (a)  the  existing  retirement 
test  and  proposals  for  its  modification  (including  proposals  for  an 
increase  in  retirement  benefits  on  account  of  delayed  retirement),  and 
(b)  proposals  to  establish  quality  and  cost  standards  for  drugs  for 
which  payments  are  made  under  the  Social  Security  Act  and  to  cover 
drugs  under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program.    The  Secretary 
is  required  to  report  his  findings  and  recommendations  to  the  President 
and  the  Congress  by  January  1,  19&9 • 

3 .  Study  of  coverage  of  services  of  health  practitioners 

The  bill  requires  the  Secretary  to  study  the  need  for  the  extension  of 
coverage  under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program  to  the 
services  of  additional  types  of  personnel  who  engage  in  the  independent 
practice  of  furnishing  health  services  and  to  make  recommendations  to 
the  Congress  prior  to  January  1,  19^9 . 
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SUMMARY  OF  SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 


OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  DISABILITY,  AND  HEALTH 
INSURANCE  PROGRAMS 

Old-Age,  Survivors,  and  Disability  Insurance 

Increase  in  Social  Security  Benefits 

The  amendments  provide  an  increase  in  benefit  payments  of  13  per- 
cent for  all  beneficiaries  on  the  social  security  rolls.  The  average 
monthly  benefit  paid  to  a  retired  worker  with  an  eligible  wife  now  on 
the  rolls  is  increased  from  $145  to  $165.  The  minimum  benefit  for  a 
worker  retiring  at  age  65  is  increased  from  $44  to  $55  a  month. 
Monthly  benefits  will  range  from  $55  to  $160.50,  for  retired  workers 
now  on  social  security  rolls  who  began  to  draw  benefits  at  age  65  or 
later. 

The  amount  of  earnings  subject  to  tax  and  used  in  the  computation 
of  benefits  is  increased  from  $6,600  to  $7,800  in  1968. 

The  $168  maximum  benefit  (based  on  average  monthly  earnings  of 
$550 — or  $6,600  per  year)  eventually  payable  under  present  law  would 
be  increased  to  $189.90.  The  increase  in  the  amount  of  earnings  that 
can  be  used  in  the  benefit  computation  would  result  in  a  maximum 
benefit  of  $218  (based  on  average  monthly  earnings  of  $650-$7,800 
a  year)  in  the  future.  The  maximum  benefits  payable  to  a  family  on 
a  single  earnings  record  is  $434.40.  To  qualify  for  the  maximum 
retirement  benefits  just  outlined,  a  wage  earner  who  retires  at  age  65 
in  the  future  must  have  earned  the  maximum  under  the  new  earnings 
bases  for  a  number  of  years. 

Effective  date. — The  increased  benefits  are  first  payable  for  the  month 
of  February  1968  and  will  be  reflected  in  checks  received  early  in 
March.  It  is  estimated  that  22.9  million  people  are  paid  increased 
benefits.  More  than  $3  billion  in  additional  benefits  will  be  paid  in  the 
first  12  months. 

Special  Benefits  for  People  Age  72  and  Over 

The  special  payments  made  to  uninsured  individuals  aged  72  and 
over  are  increased  from  $35  to  $40  a  month  for  a  single  person  and 
from  $52.50  to  $60  a  month  for  a  couple. 

Effective  date. — The  increased  benefits  will  be  first  payable  for 
February  1968  and  will  be  reflected  in  checks  received  in  March  1968. 

Limitation  on  Wife's  Benefit 

The  amendments  limit  the  wife's  benefit  to  a  maximum  of  $105  a 
month.  The  effect  of  this  provision  will  not  generally  be  felt  until 
many  years  into  the  future. 
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The  Retirement  Teat 

The  amendments  provide  for  an  increase  from  $1,500  to  $1,680  in  the 
amount  of  annual  earnings  a  beneficiary  under  age  72  can  have  without 
having  any  benefits  withheld.  Provision  is  made  for  an  increase  from 
$125  to  $140  in  the  amount  of  monthly  earnings  a  person  can  have  and 
still  get  a  benefit  for  the  month.  The  bill  provides  that  $1  in  benefits  be 
withheld  for  each  $2  of  earnings  between  $1,680  and  $2,  880  and  $1 
in  benefits  for  each  $1  in  earnings  above  $2,880. 

Effective  date.- — The  provision  is  effective  for  earnings  in  1968.  It  is 
estimated  that  about  175  million  in  additional  benefits  would  be  paid 
for  1968  to  76,000  people. 

Benefits  for  Disabled  Widows  and  Widowers 

The  amendments  provide  for  the  payment  of  monthly  benefits 
to  certain  disabled  widows  and  widowers  of  deceased  workers  who 
are  between  the  ages  of  50  and  62.  If  a  disabled  widow  or  widower  first 
receives  benefits  at  age  50,  then  the  benefit  would  be  50  percent  of  the 
primary  insurance  amount.  The  amount  payable  would  increase  up  to 
82y2  percent  of  the  primary  insurance  amount,  depending  on  the  age 
at  which  benefits  began.  The  reduction  would  continue  to  apply  to 
benefits  which  were  paid  after  the  recipient  reached  age  62. 

A  widow  or  widower  would  be  deemed  disabled  only  if  the  disability 
is  one  that,  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  would  preclude  any  gainful  activity. 

To  be  eligible  for  the  benefits,  the  widow  or  widower  must  have 
become  totally  disabled  not  later  than  7  years  after  the  spouse's  death, 
or  in  the  case  of  a  widowed  mother,  before  the  end  of  her  benefits 
as  a  mother  or  within  7  years  thereafter. 

Effective  date. — About  65,000  disabled  widows  and  widowers  could 
be  eligible  for  benefits  and  about  60  million  in  benefits  would  be  paid 
during  the  first  12  months  of  operation.  Benefits  would  be  payable 
starting  for  February  1968. 

Dependency  of  a  Child  on  the  Mother 

The  amendments  provide  that  a  child  will  be  considered  dependent 
on  the  mother  under  the  same  conditions  that  he  is  now  considered 
dependent  on  the  father.  As  a  result,  a  child  could  be  entitled  to  bene- 
fits if  the  mother  was  either  fully  or  currently  insured  at  the  time  she 
died,  retired,  or  became  disabled.  Under  present  law  a  mother  must 
have  currently  insured  status  (six  out  of  the  last  13  quarters  ending 
with  death,  retirement,  or  disability)  unless  she  was  actually  support- 
ing the  child. 

Effective  date. — Benefits  will  be  payable  beginning  for  February 
1968.  It  is  estimated  that  175,000  children  will  be  eligible  for  benefits 
and  that  $83  million  in  additional  benefits  will  be  payable  in  the  first 
12  months. 

Insured  Status  for  Workers  Disabled  While  Young 

The  amendments  will  allow  a  worker  who  becomes  disabled  before 
the  age  of  31  to  qualify  for  disability  insurance  if  he  worked  in  one-half 
of  the  quarters  between  the  time  he  is  21  and  the  time  he  is  disabled, 
or  alternatively  if  he  works  in  six  quarters  out  of  the  last  12.  This 
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requirement  would  be  an  alternative  to  the  present  requirement  that 
the  worker  must  have  had  a  total  of  5  years  out  of  the  last  10  years 
in  covered  employment. 

Effective  date. — Benefits  would  be  payable  for  February  1968  on  the 
basis  of  applications  filed  in  or  after  December  1967. 

Additional  Wage  Credits  for  Servicemen 

For  social  security  benefit  purposes,  the  amendments  will  provide 
that  in  the  future  the  pay  of  a  person  in  the  uniformed  service  would 
be  deemed  to  be  $100  a  month  more  than  his  basic  pay.  The  additional 
cost  of  paying  the  benefits  resulting  from  this  provision  would  be 
paid  out  of  general  revenues. 

Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund 

The  amendments  increase  the  percentage  of  taxable  wages  appro- 
priated to  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund  (now  at  0.70  of  1  percent) 
to  0.95  of  1  percent  and  would  increase  the  percentage  of  self-employ- 
ment income  (now  at  0.525  of  1  percent)  to  0.7125  of  1  percent. 

Extension  of  Retroactivity  of  Disability  Applications 

The  amendments  allow  a  longer  period  of  time  after  termination  of 
disability  for  the  filing  of  a  disability  freeze  application  by  an  indi- 
vidual whose  mental  or  physical  disability  interfered  with  his  filing  a 
timely  application.  This  would  enable  workers  who  are  totally  disabled 
over  an  extended  period  but  fail  to  file  timely  applications  to  never- 
theless have  the  period  of  disability  frozen,  and  thus  not  counted 
against  them  in  subsequent  determinations  as  to  Avhether  they  are 
insured  for  social  security  benefits  or  the  amount  of  such  benefits. 

The  provision,  however,  does  not  apply  to  monthly  disability 
benefits. 

Children  Adopted  by  Disability  Beneficiaries 

The  amendments  provide  that  a  child  adopted  by  a  person  who  is 
getting  disability  benefits  can  become  entitled  to  benefits  if  (a)  the 
adoption  takes  place  in  the  United  States,  (b)  it  was  under  the  super- 
vision of  a  public  or  private  child-placement  agency,  (c)  the  disabled 
individual  had  resided  in  the  United  States  for  the  year  prior  to  the 
adoption,  and  (d)  the  child  is  under  18  at  the  time  of  adoption. 

Effective  date. — The  provision  is  effective  for  benefits  for  February 
1968  based  on  applications  filed  in  and  after  December  1967. 

Coverage  of  Ministers 

The  amendments  permit  a  clergyman  (other  than  members  of 
religious  orders  who  have  taken  a  vow  of  poverty)  to  elect  not  to  be 
covered  if  he  is  conscientiously  opposed  to  social  security  coverage, 
or  if  he  opposes  such  coverage  on  grounds  of  religious  principle. 

Coverage  of  State  and  Local  Employees  Ineligible  for  Membership  in  a 
State  Retirement  System 

The  amendments  facilitate  social  security  coverage  for  workers  in 
positions  under  a  State  or  local  government  retirement  system  who 
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are  not  eligible  to  join  the  system.  Under  present  law,  these  workers 
cannot  be  covered  under  social  security  in  connection  with  the  pro- 
cedure for  extending  coverage  to  members  of  a  retirement  system  by 
means  of  the  provision  permitting  specified  States  to  cover  only  those 
members  of  a  retirement  system  who  desire  coverage.  The  amendments 
would  permit  these  workers  to  be  covered  under  this  procedure. 

State  and  Local  Coverage  in  Illinois 

The  amendments  add  Illinois  to  the  list  of  States  (19  under  present 
law)  which  are  permitted  to  extend  social  security  coverage  to  those 
current  members  of  a  State  or  local  retirement  system  who  desire 
coverage,  with  all  future  employees  being  compulsorily  covered. 

Firemen  in  Puerto  Rico 

The  amendments  add  Puerto  Rico  to  the  list  of  States  which  may 
provide  social  security  coverage  for  policemen  and  firemen. 

Firemen  in  Nebraska 

The  amendments  validate  social  security  coverage  for  certain 
firemen  in  Nebraska  for  whom  social  security  taxes  were  erroneously 
paid. 

Coverage  of  Firemen 

The  amendments  provide  that  social  security  coverage  can  be 
extended  to  firemen  in  States  not  specifically  granted  that  right  if 
the  Governor  of  the  State  certifies  that  the  total  benefit  protection 
of  firemen  would  be  improved  as  a  result.  However,  the  divided  retire- 
ment system  could  not  be  used  and  the  firemen  would  have  to  be 
brought  into  coverage  as  a  separate  group  and  not  as  part  of  a  group 
which  includes  persons  other  than  firemen. 

Coverage  for  Erroneously  Reported  Former  State  or  Local  Government 

Employees 

The  amendments  permit  a  State,  when  it  provides  retroactive 
coverage  for  a  coverage  group  under  a  modification  of  the  State's 
agreement,  to  provide  retroactive  coverage  for  former  employees  of 
the  coverage  group  with  respect  to  earnings  that  previously  had  been 
erroneouslv  reported  for  them  for  quarters  in  the  retroactive  period,  if 
no  refund  has  been  made  of  the  taxes  paid  on  the  erroneously  reported 
earnings. 

State  and  Local  Employees  Receiving  Fees 

The  amendments  modify  the  social  security  coverage  provisions 
applying  to  State  and  local  government  employees  who  are  compen- 
sated solely  on  a  fee  basis  (such  as  constables  and  justices  of  the  peace). 
Under  present  law,  fee-basis  employees,  like  other  State  and  local 
government  employees,  may  be  covered  only  under  a  State  coverage 
agreement.  Under  the  amendments,  in  the  case  of  employees  who  are 
compensated  solely  on  a  fee  basis,  fees  received  after  1967  which  are 
not  covered  under  a  State  agreement  would  be  covered  under  the  self- 
employment  provisions  of  law,  except  that  people  in  fee-basis  posi- 
tions in  1968  could  elect  not  to  have  their  fees  covered  under  the 
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self -employment  provisions.  Under  the  amendments  a  State  could,  as 
under  present  law,  modify  its  coverage  agreement  to  provide  coverage 
for  fee-basis  employees  as  employees.  However,  unlike  present  law, 
the  amendments  permit  States  to  remove  from  coverage  under  its 
agreement  persons  who  are  compensated  solely  on  a  fee  basis. 

Family  Employment 

The  amendments  extend  social  security  coverage  to  employment 
performed  in  the  private  home  of  the  employer  by  a  parent  in  the 
employ  of  his  son  or  daughter.  The  employment  would  be  covered  if 
the  son  or  daughter  is  (a)  a  widow  or  widower  with  a  child  under  age 
18  or  a  disabled  child  or  (b)  a  person  with  such  a  child  who  either  is 
divorced  or  has  a  disabled  spouse.  The  amendments  would  continue 
to  exclude  from  coverage  employment  performed  in  a  private  home 
by  a  parent  when  these  conditions  are  not  met,  employment  of  a 
child  under  age  21  by  his  parent,  and  employment  of  a  husband  or 
wife  by  the  spouse. 

Employees  of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority 

The  amendments  permit  the  State  of  Massachusetts  to  modify  its 
agreement  for  social  security  coverage  so  as  to  exclude  employees  of 
the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority  who  are  in  positions  being 
brought  into  a  new  State  retirement  system. 

Children  Adopted  by  Surviving  Spouse 

The  amendments  permit  a  child  adopted  by  a  surviving  spouse  to 
get  benefits  even  though  the  adoption  is  not  completed  within  2  years 
after  the  worker's  death,  if  adoption  proceedings  had  begun  before 
the  worker  died. 

Effective  date. — The  provision  would  be  effective  for  monthly  benefits 
for  February  1968  based  on  applications  filed  in  and  after  December 
1967. 

Recovery  of  Overpayments 

The  amendments  authorize  the  Secretary  of  HEW  to  recover  over- 
paid benefits  by  requiring  the  overpaid  beneficiary  or  his  estate  to 
refund  the  overpayment  or  by  withholding  the  benefits  payable  to 
him,  his  estate  or  to  any  other  person  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same 
earnings  record.  (Under  present  law,  overpayments  may  be  recovered 
from  the  overpaid  person  while  he  is  getting  benefits,  but  recovery 
may  not  be  made  from  any  other  person  getting  benefits  on  the  same 
account.  There  is  no  specific  provision  for  recovering  an  overpayment 
while  the  beneficiary  is  alive  if  he  is  not  getting  benefits.) 

Benefits  Paid  on  Basis  of  Erroneous  Reports  of  Death  in  Military  Service 

The  amendments  provide  that  all  benefits  paid  on  the  basis  of  official 
reports  of  death  in  military  service  issued  by  the  Department  of  De- 
fense will  be  considered  lawful  payments  even  though  it  is  later  de- 
termined that  the  person  who  was  reported  dead  is  still  alive. 

Effective  date. — The  provision  will  apply  to  all  payments  made  to 
payees  who  get  benefits  for  December  1967  or  later. 
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Underpayments 

The  amendments  provide  that  amounts  due  under  the  supple- 
mentary medical  insurance  program  after  the  beneficiary's  death  be 
paid  to  the  person  who  paid  for  the  services,  either  before  or  after 
the  beneficiary's  death,  or  to  the  person  who  provided  the  services. 
(If  the  person  who  paid  for  the  services  is  the  decedent,  the  payment 
would  be  made  to  the  legal  representative  of  his  estate  if  there  is 
one.)  Otherwise  the  benefits  will  be  paid  under  the  following  uniform 
order  of  payment  for  both  cash  benefits  and  part  B  benefits : 

1.  Spouse  living  with  the  individual  at  time  of  his  death  or  to 
the  spouse  not  living  with  individual  but  entitled  to  benefits 
on  the  same  earnings  record. 

2.  Child  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same  earnings  record. 

3.  Parent  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same  earnings  record. 

4.  Spouse  who  was  neither  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same 
earnings  record  nor  living  with  the  individual. 

5.  Child  not  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same  earnings  record. 

6.  Parent  not  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same  earnings  record. 

7.  Legal  representative  of  the  individual's  estate,  if  any. 

Simplification  of  Benefit  Computation 

Where  wages  earned  before  1951  are  used  to  compute  social  security 
benefits,  the  amendments  allow  certain  assumptions  to  be  made  so 
that  the  benefit  could  be  computed  by  use  of  electronic  data  processing 
equipment. 

Definitions  of  "Widow,"  "Widower,"  and  "Stepchild" 

The  amendments  provide  a  change  in  the  definition  of  "widow," 
"widower,"  and  "stepchild"  so  that  they  will  be  considered  as  such 
for  social  security  purposes  if  the  marriage  existed  for  9  months,  or, 
in  case  of  death  in  line  of  duty  in  the  uniformed  service,  and  in  case 
of  accidental  death,  if  the  marriage  existed  for  3  months,  unless  it 
is  determined  that  the  deceased  individual  could  not  have  reasonably 
been  expected  to  live  for  9  months  at  the  time  the  marriage  occurred. 
Under  present  law  a  marriage  must  have  existed  for  12  months. 

Requirements  for  Husband's  and  Widower's  Insurance  Benefits 

The  amendments  eliminate  the  requirement  in  present  law  that  a 
dependent  husband  or  widower  may  become  entitled  to  social  security 
benefits  on  his  wife's  earnings  only  if  his  wife  is  currently  insured  at 
the  time  she  died,  became  disabled,  or  retired. 

Disability  Benefits  Affected  by  the  Receipt  of  Workmen's  Compensation 

The  amendments  modify  the  provisions  in  present  law  for  deter- 
mining the  amount  of  combined  social  security  and  workmen's  com- 
pensation benefits  that  can  be  paid  when  a  disabled  worker  is  eligible 
under  both  programs.  In  cases  where  social  security  disability  benefits 
are  subject  to  reduction  because  the  combined  benefits  would 
otherwise  exceed  80  percent  of  the  disabled  worker's  average  current 
earnings,  the  computation  of  average  earnings  can  include  earnings 
in  excess  of  the  annual  amount  taxable  under  social  security. 
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Extension  of  Time  for  Filing  Reports  of  Earnings 

The  amendments  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  to  grant  an  extension  of  the  time  in  which  a  person  may 
file  the  report  of  earnings  required  for  retirement  test  purposes  if 
there  is  a  valid  reason  for  his  not  filing  it  on  time.  Permission  to  file 
a  late  report  may  be  given  in  advance  of  the  date  on  which  the  report 
is  to  be  filed. 

Penalty  for  Failure  to  File  Timely  Reports  of  Earnings 

The  amendments  eliminate  the  possibility  of  imposing  on  a  person, 
who  does  not  file  a  timely  report  of  earnings  under  the  retirement  test, 
a  penalty  which  exceeds  the  amount  of  benefits  which  should  have 
been  withheld. 

Limitation  on  Payment  of  Benefits  to  Aliens  Outside  the  United  States 

The  amendments  would  modify  the  provisions  of  present  law  under 
which  an  alien  who  is  outside  the  United  States  for  6  consecutive 
months  has  his  benefits  withheld  under  certain  conditions,  so  that,  for 
purposes  of  the  6-month  provision,  an  alien  who  is  outside  the  United 
States  for  more  than  30  days  will  be  considered  outside  the  United 
States  until  he  returns  to  the  United  States  for  30  consecutive  days 
within  6  m.onths  after  he  leaves  the  country. 

The  amendments  add  a  provision  under  which  generally  a  person 
who  is  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  is  outside  the  United  States 
for  6  months  or  more  could  be  paid  benefits  only  if  he  is  a  citizen  of  a 
country  that  provides  reciprocity  under  its  social  security  system  for 
the  payment  of  benefits  to  U.S.  citizens  who  are  living  outside  that 
country.  (Payment  would  continue  to  be  made  under  certain  circum- 
stances to  a  person  who  is  a  citizen  of  a  country  that  has  no  generally 
applicable  social  security  system.) 

Also,  benefits  would  not  be  payable  to  an  alien  living  in  a  country  in 
which  the  Treasury  has  suspended  payments.  Any  amounts  currently 
accumulated  for  aliens  now  living  in  countries  where  payment  cannot 
be  made  would  be  limited  to  12  monthly  benefits. 

Effective  date — The  provisions  will  be  effective  after  June  30,  1968. 

Advisory  Council  on  Social  Security 

The  amendments  modify  the  provisions  of  present  law  relating  to 
the  time  at  which  Advisory  Councils  are  appointed  and  issue  reports 
to  provide  that  the  Advisory  Councils  be  appointed  at  any  time  after 
January  31  in  1969  and  every  4  years  thereafter.  As  in  present  law 
each  Council  would  report  to  the  Secretary  not  later  than  the  first 
day  of  the  second  year  following  the  year  in  which  it  is  appointed. 
The  final  report  of  each  Council,  however,  must  include  any  interim 
reports  the  Council  may  have  issued. 

Disclosure  to  Courts  of  Whereabouts  of  Certain  Individuals 

The  amendments  require  the  Social  Security  Administration  to 
furnish  an  appropriate  court  with  the  most  recent  address  of  a  de- 
serting father  if  the  court  wishes  the  information  in  connection  with 
a  support  order  for  a  child.  Such  information  would  be  furnished  to 
both  courts  in  interstate  support  actions. 

87-372  0-67-3 


8 


Payments  to  Certain  Illegitimate  Children 

The  amendments  provide  that  benefits  payable  to  illegitimate  chil- 
dren who  become  entitled  to  benefits  in  the  future  under  a  provision 
contained  in  the  1965  amendments  can  not  exceed  the  difference  be- 
tween the  total  amounts  payable  to  other  persons  and  the  family 
maximum  amount.  The  benefits  payable  to  a  person  on  the  effective 
date  of  the  1965  amendments  which  were  reduced  because  a  child 
became  entitled  to  benefits  under  the  1965  amendment  will  not  be 
reduced  in  the  future  nor  will  the  benefits  payable  to  persons  on  the 
rolls  on  the  effective  date  of  the  1967  amendments  be  reduced. 

Report  of  Board  of  Trustees 

The  amendments  change  the  date  on  which  the  annual  report  of 
the  trustees  of  the  social  security  trust  funds  is  due  from  March  1 
to  April  1.  Also,  the  report  is  to  contain  a  separate  actuarial  analysis 
of  the  benefit  disbursements  made  from  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  trust  fund  with  respect  to  disabled  beneficiaries. 

Expedited  Benefit  Payments 

The  amendments  establish  special  procedures  to  expedite  the  pay- 
ment of  benefits.  The  new  procedures  would  go  into  effect  after  June 
30,  1968,  but  would  not  apply  to  disability  benefits  or  negotiated 
checks. 

Attorney's  Fees 

The  amendments  authorize  the  Secretary  of  HEW  to  fix  a  reasonable 
fee  for  the  services  provided  before  the  Social  Security  Administration 
for  an  applicant  for  social  security  benefits  by  an  attorney  and  to  pay 
such  attorney's  fee  out  of  past-due  benefits.  The  fee  could  not  exceed 
the  smaller  of:  (a)  25  percent  of  the  past-due  benefits,  (b)  the  fee  fixed 
by  the  Secretary,  or  (c)  an  amount  agreed  to  by  the  applicant  and  the 
attorney. 

Exclusion  of  Emergency  Services  by  State  and  Local  Employees 

The  amendments  would  mandatorily  exclude  from  social  security 
coverage  services  performed  for  a  State  or  local  government  by  work- 
ers hired  on  a  temporary  basis  in  case  of  emergencies  such  as  fire, 
storm,  flood,  or  earthquake. 

Election  Officials  and  Election  Workers 

The  amendments  would  permit  a  State  to  exclude  from  social 
security  coverage,  prospectively,  service  performed  by  election  work- 
ers and  election  officials  if  they  are  paid,  for  such  services,  less  than 
$50  in  a  calendar  quarter.  The  exclusion  could  be  taken  for  the  elec- 
tion officials  and  workers  of  the  State  or  any  of  its  political  subdivisions 
either  at  the  time  coverage  is  extended  to  employees  of  the  State  or 
the  subdivision  or  at  a  later  date. 

Social  Security  Tax — Retirement  Plans 

The  amendments  exclude  from  the  definition  of  wages  subject  to 
social  security  taxes  certain  payments  made  under  plans  established 


9 


by  employers  and  made  to  the  employee  or  his  dependents  upon 
retirement,  death,  or  disability. 

Definition  of  Disability 

The  amendments  provide  a  more  detailed  definition  of  disability  for 
workers  than  is  now  in  the  law.  Guidelines  would  be  provided  under 
which  a  person  could  be  determined  to  be  disabled  only  if  he  is  unable 
to  engage  in  any  kind  of  substantial  gainful  work  which  exists  in  the 
national  economy,  even  though  such  work  does  not  exist  in  the  general 
area  in  which  he  lives.  A  special  more  restrictive  definition  would  apply 
to  widows  and  widowers. 

Definition  of  Blindness 

The  definition  of  disability  due  to  blindness  is  changed  so  that  a 
person  who  is  "industrially  blind"  (i.e.,  visual  acuity  of  20/200  or  less 
corrected  or  a  visual  of  20  degrees  or  less)  is  disabled  rather  than  one 
who  has  visual  acuity  of  5/200  or  less  corrected. 

Time  for  Filing  Applications  for  Exemption  From  Self-Employment  Tax 

by  Amish 

The  amendments  permit  members  of  a  religious  sect  which  is  opposed 
to  social  insurance  to  file  an  application  for  exemption  from  the  self- 
employment  tax  by  December  31,  1968,  if  the  person  has  self -employ- 
ment income  for  years  ending  before  December  31,  1967.  If  he  first 
receives  self-employment  income  in  later  years,  the  application  would 
be  timely  if  filed  by  the  due  date  for  the  income  tax  return  for  the  year 
in  question.  However,  in  these  latter  cases,  the  amendment  also  pro- 
vides that  valid  applications  may  be  filed  within  3  months  following 
the  month  in  which  the  person  is  notified  in  writing  by  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service  that  a  timely  application  has  not  been  filed. 

Retirement  Income  of  Retired  Partners 

The  amendments  provide  that  certain  partnerships  income  of  retired 
partners  would  not  be  taxed  or  credited  for  social  security  purposes. 

Hospital  Insurance  Contributions  by  Persons  Employed  Both  Under 
Social  Security  and  Railroad  Retirement 

The  amendments  provide  that,  beginning  with  1968,  persons 
employed  both  under  the  social  security  and  railroad  retirement  pro- 
grams who  pay  hospital  insurance  contributions  on  combined  wages 
which  are  in  excess  of  the  taxable  wage  base  would  be  entitled  to  a 
refund  of  the  excess  contributions. 

General  Savings  Provision 

The  amendments  provide  that  when  an  additional  person  becomes 
entitled  to  benefits  as  a  result  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1967,  the  benefit  paid  to  any  other  person  on  the  same  account  Avould 
not  be  reduced  by  the  family  maximum  provision  because  the  new 
person  became  entitled  to  benefits. 
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Health  Insurance  Benefits 

Payment  of  Physician  Bills  Under  the  Supplementary  Medical  Insurance 

Program 

Under  present  law,  payment  may  be  made  only  upon  assignment  to 
the  physican  or  to  the  patient  upon  presentation  of  a  receipted  bill. 
The  amendment  would  permit  payment  either  to  the  patient  on  the 
basis  of  an  itemized  bill  (which  could  be  either  receipted  or  unpaid)  or 
to  the  physician  under  the  present  assignment  method.  This  provision 
would  make  it  possible  for  patients  to  pay  their  medical  bills  without 
depleting  their  savings  or  resorting  to  loans. 

Payment  for  Services  in  Nonparticipating  Hospitals 

Under  existing  law  payments  can  be  made  to  participating  hospitals 
and,  in  an  emergency  case,  to  a  nonparticipating  hospital  which  met 
certain  standards,  only  if  the  hospital  agreed  to  accept  the  reasonable 
costs  allowed  by  medicare  as  full  payment  for  the  services  rendered. 

For  the  period  ending  December  31,  1967,  the  amendment  would 
permit  direct  reimbursement  to  an  individual  who  was  furnished 
nonemergency  or  emergency  hospital  services  in  certain  nonpartici- 
pating hospitals.  This  transitional  coverage  would  not  extend  to 
admissions  after  1967.  Payment  would  be  limited  to  80  percent  of 
the  hospital  ancillary  charges  and  60  percent  of  the  room  and  board 
charges,  for  up  to  20  days  in  each  spell  of  illness  (subject  to  the  $40 
deductible  and  other  statutory  limitations  of  payment)  if  the  hospital 
did  not  formally  participate  in  medicare  before  January  1,  1969.  If  it 
did  participate  in  medicare  before  that  date  and  if  it  applied  its 
utilization  review  plan  to  the  services  it  provided  before  its  regular 
participation  started,  up  to  the  full  90  days  of  coverage  could  be 
reimbursed.  Thus,  there  would  be  an  incentive  for  nonparticipating 
hospitals  to  participate  because  participation  is  a  condition  for  cover- 
ing past  services  beyond  20  days  as  well  as  a  condition  for  future 
coverage. 

A  similar  provision  would  continue  after  January  1,  1968,  for 
emergency  care  but  only  as  an  alternative  to  the  other  method  of 
covering  such  care.  Hospitals  could  apply  for  payment  for  a  period 
of  up  to  150  days,  or,  if  the  hospital  did  not  apply,  the  patient  could 
obtain  payment  on  the  basis  of  60  percent  of  room  and  board  charges 
and  80  percent  of  ancillary  services  charges. 

A  new  definition  for  hospitals  eligible  under  these  transitional  and 
emergency  care  provisions  is  provided.  Under  it,  a  qualifying  hospital 
must  have  a  full-time  nursing  service,  be  licensed  as  a  hospital,  and 
be  primarily  engaged  in  providing  medical  care  under  the  super- 
vision of  a  doctor  of  medicine  or  osteopathy.  This  definition  would 
apply  back  to  July  1,  1966,  so  that  some  hospitals  which  would 
otherwise  be  ineligible  to  receive  payment  for  emergency  services  may 
receive  such  payments  in  behalf  of  beneficiaries  back  to  the  beginning 
of  the  program  provided  they  apply  for  them.  If  they  do  not  apply  for 
reimbursement,  the  patient  could  be  paid  under  other  provisions. 

This  provision  would  afford  financial  relief  to  those  medicare  bene- 
ficiaries who  have  received  services  in  certain  nonparticipating  hos- 
pitals starting  July  1966,  sometimes  entering  such  hospitals  without 
realizing  the  services  would  not  be  covered  under  medicare. 
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Payment  Under  the  Medical  Insurance  Program  for  Noncovered  Hospital 

Ancillary  Services 

The  amendments  add  a  provision  which  permits  payment  under 
the  medical  insurance  program  for  presently  noncovered  ancillary 
hospital  and  extended  care  facility  services,  principally  X-ray  and 
laboratory  services  furnished  after  the  patient  has  been  covered  for 
the  full  period  of  hospital  eligibility.  Under  prior  law  if  a  person  is 
in  a  hospital  or  extended  care  facility  qualified  to  participate  under 
medicare,  payment  may  not  be  made  for  services  which  could  be  paid 
for  under  part  B  if  not  received  in  a  qualified  hospital  or  extended 
care  facility.  As  a  result,  sometimes  the  services  are  not  covered  under 
either  part  B  or  part  A.  The  amendment  will  allow  payment  to  be 
made  for  services  ordinarily  not  paid  for  under  part  B,  wherever  part 
A  payments  could  not  be  made,  if  the  appropriate  hospital  or  inde- 
pendent laboratory  standards  are  met.  Payment  will  be  made  to 
participating  providers  under  the  usual  part  B  provisions  applying 
to  the  $50  deductible  and  20  percent  coinsurance. 

Limitation  on  Special  Reduction  in  Allowable  Days  of  Inpatient  Hospital 

Services 

The  limitation  on  payment  of  hospital  insurance  benefits  during 
the  first  spell  of  illness  for  an  individual  who  is  an  inpatient  of  a 
psychiatric  hospital  at  the  time  he  becomes  entitled  to  benefits  under 
the  hospital  insurance  program  will  be  made  inapplicable  to  benefits 
for  services  in  a  general  hospital  if  the  services  are  not  primarily  for 
the  diagnosis  or  treatment  of  mental  illness.  The  amendments  also 
remove  tuberculosis  hospitals  from  the  provision  in  present  law  under 
which  days  in  a  tuberculosis  insitution  immediately  before  entitlement 
to  hospital  insurance  are  counted  against  the  days  of  coverage  an 
individual  would  otherwise  have.  In  effect,  the  change  makes  an 
individual's  entitlement  to  hospital  insurance  benefits  the  same  if  he 
received  hospital  services  in  a  tuberculosis  hospital  as  it  would  be  if 
he  received  services  in  a  general  hospital. 

Payment  for  Blood 

The  definition  of  "blood"  is  broadened  to  include  packed  red  blood 
cells  as  well  as  whole  blood  and  the  application  of  the  3-pin t  deductible 
provision  under  the  hospital  plan  is  also  extended  to  the  supplementary 
medical  insurance  program. 

Services  of  Podiatrists 

The  amendments  include  within  the  definition  of  physician  a 
doctor  of  podiatry,  but  only  with  respect  to  functions  he  is  authorized 
to  perform  by  the  State  in  which  he  practices.  No  payment  will  be 
made  for  routine  foot  care  whether  performed  by  a  podiatrist  or  a 
medical  doctor. 

Physical  Therapy 

The  amendments  extends  the  provisions  of  present  law  to  include 
outpatient  physical  therapy  services  furnished  by  physical  therapists 
employed  by  or  under  an  agreement  with  and  under  the  supervision 
of  hospitals  and  other  providers  of  services  as  well  as  approved  clinics, 
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rehabilitation  centers  and  local  public  health  agencies.  Additionally, 
the  patient  would  not  have  to  be  homebound  for  the  physical  therapy 
services  to  be  covered. 

Supplementary  Medical  Insurance  Enrollment  Periods 

The  amendments  add  a  provision,  effective  January  1,  1969,  under 
which  the  general  enrollment  periods  of  the  supplementary  medical 
insurance  program  will  be  placed  on  an  annual  basis  and  run  from 
January  1  to  March  31,  rather  than  October  1  to  December  31  of 
each  odd-numbered  year.  The  Secretary  would  determine  and  pro- 
mulgate during  December  of  each  year  the  premium  rate  which  would 
be  applicable  for  a  12-month  period  to  begin  the  following  July  1. 
When  the  Secretary  promulgates  a  rate  for  part  B,  he  also  is  required 
to  issue  a  public  statement  setting  forth  the  actuarial  assumptions 
and  bases  upon  which  he  arrived  at  the  rate. 

Persons  wishing  to  disenroll  could  do  so  at  any  time,  but  such 
termination  would  not  take  effect  until  the  close  of  the  calendar 
quarter  following  the  quarter  in  which  the  notice  was  filed. 

Additional  Days  of  Hospital  Care 

Each  medicare  beneficiary  will  be  provided  with  a  lifetime  reserve 
of  60  days  of  hospital  care  after  the  90  days  covered  in  a  "spell  of 
illness"  have  been  exhausted.  Coinsurance  of  $20  for  each  day  would 
be  applicable  to  such  added  days  of  coverage. 

Incentive  Reimbursement  Experimentation 

The  Secretary  of  HEW  is  authorized  to  experiment  with  various 
methods  of  reimbursement  to  organizations,  institutions,  and  phy- 
sicians, on  a  voluntary  basis,  participating  under  medicare,  medicaid, 
and  the  child  health  programs  which  offer  incentives  for  keeping  costs 
of  the  program  down  while  maintaining  quality  of  care. 

Study  of  Drug  Proposals  and  Retirement  Test 

The  Secretary  of  HEW  is  required  to  study  and  report  to  the  Con- 
gress, prior  to  January  1,  1969,  the  savings  which  might  accrue  to  the 
Government  and  the  effects  on  the  health  professions  and  on  all  ele- 
ments of  the  drug  industry  which  might  result  from  enactment  of  two 
proposals  relating  to  drugs:  (1)  a  proposal  to  cover  prescription  drugs 
under  medicare,  and  (2)  a  proposal  to  establish,  through  a  formulary 
committee,  quality  and  cost  control  standards  for  drugs  provided 
under  the  various  programs  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  The  Secretary 
is  also  to  study  ways  to  improve  the  earnings  test  under  social  security 
and  the  feasibility  of  increasing  payments  to  those  who  delay  their 
retirement  after  age  65. 

Physician  Certification 

The  requirement  of  physician  certification  of  the  medical  necessity 
for  hospital  outpatient  services  and  admissions  to  general  hospitals  is 
removed.  Such  services  and  admissions  are  almost  always  medically 
necessary.  The  change  will  simplify  administration  of  the  program  by 
eliminating  unnecessary  paperwork. 
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Transfer  of  Outpatient  Hospital  Services  to  the  Supplementary  Medical 

Insurance  Program 

The  amendments  transfer  hospital  outpatient  diagnostic  services 
from  the  hospital  insurance  program  to  the  supplementary  medical 
insurance  program.  The  effect  of  the  change  is  that  all  hospital  out- 
patient benefits  will  be  covered  under  the  supplementary  medical 
insurance  program  and  thus  subject  to  the  deductible  ($50  a  year) 
and  coinsurance  features  (20  percent).  This  provision  simplifies  the 
procedure  for  paying  benefits  for  hospital  outpatients  by  making  such 
payments  subject  to  a  single  set  of  rules  for  determining  patient 
eligibility,  patient  and  medicare  liability  and  trust  fund  accountability. 

Hospital  Billing  for  Outpatient  Services 

Hospitals  will  be  permitted,  as  an  alternative  to  the  present  pro- 
cedure, to  collect  small  charges  (if  not  more  than  $50)  for  outpatient 
hospital  services  from  the  beneficiary  without  submitting  a  bill  to 
medicare.  (The  amounts  collected  would  be  counted  as  expenses 
reimbursable  to  the  beneficiary  under  the  medical  insurance  plan.) 
The  payments  due  the  hospitals  would  be  computed  at  intervals  to 
assure  that  the  hospital  received  its  final  reimbursement  on  a  cost 
basis.  This  provision  will  bring  the  requirements  of  the  medicare 
program  more  closely  into  conformity  with  the  usual  billing  practices 
of  hospitals. 

Radiologists'  and  Pathologists'  Services 

The  amendments  permit  payment  of  full  reasonable  charges  for 
radiological  or  pathological  services  furnished  by  physicians  to  hos- 
pital inpatients.  Under  present  law,  a  20  percent  coinsurance  factor 
is  applicable  as  is  also  the  $50  deductible  if  it  is  not  met  by  other 
medical  expenses.  This  provision  improves  the  protection  of  the  pro- 
gram as  well  as  facilitating  beneficiary  understanding.  It  will  simplify 
hospital  and  intermediary  handling  of  medicare  claims  by  bringing 
the  requirements  of  the  medicare  program  more  closely  in  line  with 
the  usual  billing  practices  of  hospitals  and  the  payment  methods  of 
private  insurance. 

Payment  for  Portable  X-ray  Services 

The  amendments  permit  payment  for  diagnostic  X-rays  taken  in  a 
patient's  home  or  in  a  nursing  home.  These  services  will  be  covered 
under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program  if  they  are 
provided  under  the  supervision  of  a  physician  and  are  performed  under 
proper  health  and  safety  regulations. 

Payment  for  Purchase  of  Durable  Medical  Equipment 

The  amendments  permit  payment  to  be  made  for  durable  medical 
equipment  needed  by  an  individual,  whether  rented  or  pin-chased.  If 
purchased,  payment  would  be  made  periodically  in  the  same  amount 
as  if  equipment  were  rented,  for  the  period  the  equipment  was  needed 
but  without  covering  more  than  the  purchase  price. 
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Reimbursement  for  Civil  Service  Retirement  Annuitants  for  Premium 
Payments  Under  the  Supplementary  Medical  Insurance  Program 

Federal  employee  group  health  benefit  plans  will  be  permitted  to 
reimburse  certain  civil  service  retirement  annuitants  who  are  members 
of  their  plans  for  the  premium  payments  they  make  to  the  supplemen- 
tary medical  insurance  program. 

Date  of  Attainment  of  Age  65  of  Persons  Enrolling  in  SMI  Program 

A  person  over  65,  who  believes,  on  the  basis  of  documentary  evi- 
dence, that  he  has  just  reached  age  65,  will  be  allowed  to  enroll  in  the 
supplementary  medical  insurance  program  as  if  he  had  attained  age 
65  on  the  date  shown  in  evidence. 

Use  of  State  Agencies  To  Assist  Health  Facilities  To  Participate  in  the 
Various  Health  Programs  Under  the  Social  Security  Act 

States  will  be  able  to  receive  75-percent  Federal  matching  for  the 
services  which  State  health  agencies  perform  to  help  health  facilities 
qualify  for  participation  in  the  various  health  programs  under  the 
Social  Security  Act  (including  medicare,  medicaid,  and  the  child  health 
programs)  and  to  help  those  facilities  improve  their  fiscal  records  for 
payment  purposes.  Similar  provisions  in  the  medicare  program  (which 
finance  such  services  on  a  100-percent  basis  from  the  Federal  hospital 
insurance  trust  fund)  are  repealed  effective  July  1,  1969,  when  this 
provision  goes  into  effect. 

Transitional  Provisions  for  Uninsured  Individuals  Under  the  Hospital 

Insurance  Program 

A  person  attaining  age  65  in  1968  will  be  entitled  to  hospital  insur- 
ance benefits  if  he  has  a  minimum  of  three  quarters  of  coverage  (exist- 
ing law  requires  six),  with  the  number  of  quarters  of  coverage  needed 
by  persons  who  reach  age  65  in  later  years  increasing  by  three  in  each 
year  until  the  regular  insured  status  requirement  is  met. 

Appropriation  to  Supplementary  Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund 

Whenever  the  transfer  of  general  revenue  funds  to  the  supple- 
mentary medical  insurance  trust  fund  (after  June  30,  1967)  is  not 
made  at  the  time  the  enrollee  contribution  is  made,  the  general  fund 
of  the  Treasury  will  pay,  in  addition  to  the  Government  share,  an 
amount  equal  to  the  interest,  that  would  have  been  earned  by  the 
trust  fund  had  the  transfer  been  made  on  time.  Also,  the  contingency 
reserve  now  provided  for  1966  and  1967  will  be  made  available  through 
1969. 

Health  Insurance  Benefits  Advisory  Council 

The  Health  Insurance  Benefits  Advisory  Council  will  assume  the 
duties  of  the  National  Medical  Review  Committee.  The  Medical 
Review  Committee,  which  has  not  yet  been  formed,  will  not  be  ap- 
pointed. The  Health  Insurance  Benefits  Advisory  Council  membership 
is  increased  from  16  to  19  persons. 
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Study  of  Coverage  of  Services  of  Health  Practitioners 

The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  will  study  the 
need  for,  and  make  recommendations  concerning,  the  extension  of 
coverage  under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program  to  the 
services  of  additional  types  of  personnel  who  engage  in  the  independ- 
ent practice  of  furnishing  health  services. 

Creation  of  an  Advisory  Council  To  Make  Recommendations  Concerning 
Health  Insurance  for  Disability  Beneficiaries 

The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  will  establish  an 
Advisory  Council  to  study  the  problems  relative  to  including  the  dis- 
abled under  the  health  insurance  program,  and  also  any  special  prob- 
lems with  regard  to  the  costs  which  would  be  involved  in  such  cover- 
age. The  Council  is  to  make  its  report  by  January  1,  1969. 

Financing  the  Social  Security  and  Hospital  Insurance  Programs 

The  tax  rates  and  the  tax  base  under  present  law  and  under  the 
amendments  are  shown  in  the  following  table: 

TAX  RATES  UNDER  PRESENT  LAW  AND  UNDER  THE  AMENDMENTS 

EMPLOYER-EMPLOYEE,  EACH 

 [In  percent]  

OASDI  HI  Total 

Period       

Present  law     Amendments     Present  law     Amendments     Present  law  Amendments 


1968    3.9  3.8  0.5  0.6  4.4  4.4 

1969-70    4.4  4.2  .5  .6  4.9  4.8 

1971-72   4.4  4.6  .5  .6  4.9  5.2 

1973-75    4.85  5.0  .55  .65  5.4  5.65 

1976-79   4.85  5.0  .6  .7  5.45  5.7 

1980-86  .  4.85  5.0  .7  .8  5.55  5.8 

1987  and  after    4. 85  5. 0  .8  .9  5. 65  5. 9 


SELF-EMPLOYED 


1968    5.9  5.8  0.5  0.6  6.4  6.4 

1969-70    6.6  6.3  .5  .6  7.1  6.9 

1971-72    6.6  6.9  .5  .6  7.1  7.5 

1973-75  7.0  7.0  .55  .65  7.55  7.65 

1976-79  ...    7.0  7.0  .6  .7  7.6  7.7 

1980-86    7.0  7.0  .7  .8  7.7  7.8 

1987  and  after. _.   7.0  7.0  .8  .9  7.8  7.9 


Note:  The  maximum  taxable  earnings  base  under  present  lav/,  $6,600,  is  increased  to  $7,800  effective  Jan.  1,  1968. 

PUBLIC  WELFARE  AND  HEALTH  AMENDMENTS 

Work  Incentive  Program  for  AFDC  Families 

The  amendments  establish  a  new  work  incentive  program  for 
families  receiving  AFDC  payments  to  be  administered  by  the  De- 
partment of  Labor.  The  State  welfare  agencies  would  determine  who 
wras  appropriate  for  such  referral  but  would  not  include  (1)  children 
who  are  under  age  16  or  going  to  school;  (2)  any  person  with  illness, 
incapacity,  advanced  age  or  remoteness  from  a  project  that  precludes 
effective  participation  in  work  or  training;  or  (3)  persons  whose  sub- 
stantially continuous  presence  in  the  home  is  required  because  of 
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the  illness  or  incapacity  of  another  member  of  the  household.  For  all 
those  referred  the  welfare  agency  will  assure  necessary  child  care 
arrangements  for  the  children  involved.  An  individual  who  desires 
to  participate  in  work  or  training  would  be  considered  for  assignment 
and,  unless  specifically  disapproved,  would  be  referred  to  the  program. 

People  referred  by  the  State  welfare  agency  to  the  Department  of 
Labor  would  be  handled  under  three  priorities.  Under  priority  I,  the 
Secretary  of  Labor,  through  the  over  2,000  U.S.  employment  offices, 
would  make  arrangements  for  as  many  as  possible  to  move  into  regular 
employment  and  would  establish  an  employability  plan  for  each  other 
person. 

Under  priority  II  all  those  found  suitable  would  receive  training 
appropriate  to  their  needs  and  up  to  $30  a  month  incentive  payment. 
After  training  as  many  as  possible  would  be  referred  to  regular 
employment. 

Under  priority  III,  the  employment  office  would  make  arrangements 
for  special  work  projects  to  employ  those  who  are  found  to  be  unsuit- 
able for  the  training  and  those  for  whom  no  jobs  in  the  regular  economy 
can  be  found  at  the  time.  These  special  projects  would  be  set  up  by 
agreement  between  the  employment  office  and  public  agencies  or 
nonprofit  private  agencies  organized  for  a  public  service  purpose.  It 
would  be  required  that  workers  receive  at  least  the  minimum  wage 
(but  not  necessarily  the  prevailing  wage)  if  the  work  they  perform  is 
covered  under  a  minimum  wage  statute  (and  in  applying  the  minimum 
wage  law,  their  welfare  grants  would  be  counted) .  Moreover,  the  work 
performed  under  special  projects  must  not  result  in  the  displacement 
of  regularly  employed  workers  and  would  have  to  be  of  a  type  which, 
under  the  circumstances  in  the  local  situation,  would  not  otherwise  be 
performed  by  regular  employees. 

The  special  work  projects  would  work  like  this:  The  State  welfare 
agency  would  make  payments  to  the  employment  office  equal  to: 
(1)  the  welfare  benefit  the  family  would  have  been  entitled  to,  or,  if 
smaller,  (2)  a  portion  of  the  welfare  benefit  equal  to  80  percent  of  the 
rates  which  the  individual  receives  on  the  special  project. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  would  arrange  for  the  participants  to  work 
in  a  special  work  project.  The  amount  of  the  funds  paid  by  him  into 
the  project  would  depend  on  the  terms  he  negotiates  with  the  agency 
sponsoring  the  project.  The  amount  of  funds  put  into  the  projects  by 
the  employment  office  could  not  be  larger  than  the  funds  sent  to  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  by  the  State  welfare  agency. 

The  extent  to  whicn  the  State  welfare  expenditures  might  be  reduced 
would  depend  upon  the  negotiating  efforts  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 
If  he  is  successful  in  placing  these  workers  in  work  projects  where  the 
pay  is  relatively  good,  the  contribution  the  State  must  make  into  the 
employment  pool  would  be  less  and  there  would  be  a  savings  to  both 
Federal  and  State  Governments. 

Employees  who  work  under  these  agreements  would  have  their 
situations  reevaluated  by  the  employment  office  at  regular  intervals 
(at  least  every  6  months)  for  the  purpose  of  making  it  possible  for  as 
many  such  employees  as  possible  to  move  into  regular  employment. 

An  important  facet  of  this  suggested  work  program  is  that  in  most 
instances  the  recipient  would  no  longer  receive  a  check  from  the 
welfare  agency.  Instead,  he  would  receive  a  payment  from  an  employer 
for  services  performed.  The  entire  check  would  be  subject  to  income, 
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social  security,  and  unemployment  compensation  taxes,  thus  assuring 
that  the  individual  would  be  accruing  rights  and  responsibility  just 
as  other  working  people  do.  In  those  cases  where  an  employee  receives 
wages  which  are  insufficient  to  raise  his  income  to  a  level  equal  to 
the  grant  he  would  have  received  had  he  not  been  in  the  project 
plus  20  percent  of  his  wages,  a  welfare  check  equal  to  the  difference 
would  be  paid.  In  these  instances  the  supplemental  check  would  be 
issued  by  the  welfare  agency  and  sent  to  the  worker. 

A  refusal  to  accept  work  or  undertake  training  without  good  cause 
by  a  person  who  has  been  referred  would  be  reported  back  to  the  State 
agency  by  the  Labor  Department;  and,  unless  such  person  returns  to 
the  program  within  60  days(during  which  he  would  receive  counseling), 
his  welfare  payment  would  be  terminated.  Protective  and  vendor 
payments  would  be  continued,  however,  for  the  dependent  children 
to  protect  them  from  the  faults  of  others. 

The  States  would  have  to  meet  20  percent,  in  cash  or  in  kind,  of  the 
total  cost  of  the  program  (excluding  amounts  paid  on  special  work 
projects,  priority  III,  which  would  come  from  the  employer  and  the 
transferred  welfare  payments). 

Earnings  Exemption 

Under  the  present  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children  program, 
the  States,  at  their  option,  may  disregard  not  more  than  $50  per 
month  of  earned  income  of  each  dependent  child  under  age  18  but  not 
more  than  $150  per  month  in  the  same  home  in  computing  the  family's 
income  for  public  welfare  purposes.  The  States  also  have  the  option  of 
disregarding  $5  of  income  from  any  source  before  applying  the  child's 
earned  income  exemption. 

Under  the  amendments  earned  income  of  each  child  recipient  who 
is  a  full-time  student  or  is  a  part  time  student  not  working  full  time, 
will  be  excluded  in  determining  need  for  assistance.  In  the  case  of 
any  other  child  or  an  adult  relative  the  first  $30  of  earned  income 
of  the  group  plus  %  of  the  remainder  of  such  income  for  the  month 
would  also  be  exempt.  The  prior  provision  exempting  $50  a  month 
of  a  child's  income  would  be  superseded  by  these  provisions. 

Dependent  Children  of  Unemployed  Fathers 

The  amendments  provide  that  under  State  programs  of  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children  of  unemployed  parents,  Federal 
matching  would  be  available  only  for  the  children  of  unemployed 
fathers.  Under  present  law  States  may  include  children  on  the  basis 
of  the  unemployment  of  mothers,  as  well  as  fathers.  The  amendments 
also  provide  that  the  Secretary  will  prescribe  standards  for  the 
determination  of  what  constitutes  unemployment.  The  term  is 
defined  by  the  States  under  present  law. 

Under  the  amendments,  State  plans  would  have  to  provide  for  the 
payment  of  assistance  when  a  child's  father  has  not  been  employed 
for  at  least  30  days  prior  to  receiving  aid,  if  he  has  not  refused  a 
bona  fide  offer  of  employment  or  training  without  good  cause,  and 
if  he  has  had  a  recent  and  substantial  connection  with  the  labor  force. 
Assistance  would  be  denied  if  the  father  is  not  currently  registered 
with  the  public  employment  office  in  the  State,  if  he  refuses  without 
good  cause  to  undertake  work  or  training,  or  refuses  without  good 
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cause  to  accept  employment,  of  if  he  is  receiving  unemployment 
compensation. 

The  States  would  have  to  refer  the  fathers  to  work  incentive  pro- 
grams with  30  days  after  first  providing  them  with  welfare  assistance. 

States  which  are  operating  programs  for  the  children  of  unemployed 
parents  as  provided  for  under  present  law  would  not  have  to  add  any 
additional  children  or  families  as  a  result  of  the  new  provisions  prior 
to  July  1,  1969.  However,  the  amendment  establishing  criteria  for 
persons  covered  would  be  effective  January  1,  1968,  and  no  Federal 
matching  would  be  provided  for  persons  who  do  not  meet  these 
criteria. 

Limitation  on  Federal  Matching  in  AFDC  Program 

The  amendments  sets  a  limitation  on  Federal  financial  participation 
in  the  AFDC  program  related  to  the  proportion  of  the  child  population 
under  age  18  aided  because  of  the  absence  from  the  home  of  a  parent. 
Federal  financial  participation  would  not  be  available  for  any  excess 
above  the  percentage  of  children  of  absent  parents  who  received  aid 
to  the  child  population  under  age  18  in  the  State  as  of  January  1 .  1968. 

This  limitation  will  be  effective  after  June  30,  1968. 

Federal  Payments  for  Foster  Home  Care  of  Dependent  Children 

Effective  July  1,  1969,  States  would  have  to  provide  AFDC  pay- 
ments for  children  who  are  placed  in  a  foster  home  if  in  the  6  months 
before  proceedings  started  in  the  court  they  would  have  been  eligible 
for  AFDC  if  they  had  lived  in  the  home  of  a  relative.  The  provision 
would  be  optional  with  the  States  before  July  1,  1969.  Under  present 
law,  children  in  foster  care  are  eligible  for  AFDC  payments  only  if 
they  actually  received  such  payments  in  the  month  they  were  placed 
in  foster  care.  Federal  matching  would  be  available  for  grants  up  to 
an  average  of  $100  a  month  per  child. 

Emergency  Assistance 

The  amendments  authorizes  up  to  30  days  of  emergency  assistance 
during  a  12-month  period  to  a  child  under  21  and  his  family,  but  could 
not  be  extended  to  a  family  for  refusal  (without  good  cause)  to  accept 
work  or  training  under  the  work  incentive  program.  This  emergency 
aid  could  also  be  extended  to  migrant  workers  who  have  dependent 
children. 

Protective  or  Vendor  Payments 

The  amendments  increase  the  limitation  of  recipients  for  whom 
protective  payments  could  be  made  because  they  were  unable  to 
manage  their  funds  from  5  percent  to  10  percent  but  excludes  from 
this  overall  limitation  those  recipients  for  whom  such  payments  have 
been  made  because  of  the  refusal  without  good  cause,  of  an  individual 
to  work,  register  for  work,  or  to  participate  under  a  training  or  work 
program. 

Single  Organizational  Unit  for  Child  Services 

The  amendments  provide  that  child-welfare  services  and  services 
to  children  receiving  AFDC  shall  be  provided  by  the  same  organiza- 
tional unit  at  the  State  and  local  level,  except  that  in  those  instances 
where  such  services  were  provided  by  separate  State  agencies  or 
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separate  local  agencies  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  amendments, 
they  may  continue  to  be  provided  by  such  agencies. 

Pass  Along 

The  amendments  expand  the  provision  enacted  in  1965  which 
allows  the  State  to  exempt  up  to  $5  a  month  of  any  type  of  income 
in  determining  eligibility  and  the  amount  of  assistance.  Effective  upon 
enactment,  the  States  would  have  the  option  of  exempting  up  to  a  total 
of  $7.50  a  month  for  the  aged,  blind,  and  the  totally  and  permanently 
disabled. 

Increased  Authorizations  for  Child  Welfare  Services 

The  amendments  increase  child  welfare  authorizations  from  $55 
million  for  fiscal  year  1969  to  $100  million,  and  from  $60  million  for 
later  years  to  $110  million. 

Provision  of  Family  Service  State  Plan  Requirement 

There  is  a  provision  in  present  law  requiring  State  welfare  agencies 
to  make  a  plan  for  providing  welfare  services  for  each  child  in  an 
AFDC  family.  Under  the  amendments,  the  plan  must  also  provide  for 
welfare  services  for  the  adults  in  the  family. 

Use  of  Subprofessional  and  Volunteer  Staff 

The  amendments  require  States,  effective  July  1,  1969,  to  train 
and  use  subprofessional  staff,  with  particular  emphasis  on  the  use 
of  welfare  recipients  and  other  persons  of  low  income,  as  com- 
munity service  aides  for  the  kinds  of  jobs  appropriate  for  them  in 
the  public  assistance,  child  welfare,  and  health  programs  under  the 
Social  Security  Act.  The  amendment  also  directs  States  to  use  volun- 
teers in  the  program  both  for  the  provision  of  services  to  recipients, 
and  for  the  assistance  of  advisory  committees. 

Parent  Involvement  in  Day  Care — Day  Care  Standards 

The  amendments  add  a  State  plan  requirement  to  the  child  welfare 
day-care  provisions  for  development  of  arrangements  for  the  more 
effective  involvement  of  parents  in  day  care  programs.  Also,  the  day 
care  standards  in  the  child  welfare  services  programs  will  be  made 
applicable  to  day  care  provided  to  AFDC  children. 

Repatriation  Extension 

The  amendments  extend  for  1  year,  through  June  30,  1969,  the 
temporary  legislation  which  authorizes  assistance  to  needy  Americans 
needy  who  have  been  repatriated  to  the  United  States  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  from  foreign  countries. 

Demonstration  Projects 

Two  million  dollars  annually  is  currently  available  to  encourage  the 
States  to  develop  demonstrations  in  improved  methods  of  providing 
service  to  recipients  or  in  improved  methods  of  administration.  The 
amendments  increase  this  amount  to  $4  million  annually. 
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Payment  for  Home  Repairs 

The  amendment  for  the  cash  public  assistance  programs,  allow 
50  percent  Federal  matching  for  repairs  (up  to  $500)  of  homes  owned 
by  recipients  if  to  do  so  would  be  more  economical  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  program. 

Purchase  of  Social  Services 

The  amendments  permit  the  purchase  by  welfare  agencies  of  child 
care  and  other  services  under  the  public  assistance  title  of  the  act. 
Such  services  may  now  be  provided  by  welfare  agency  staff  but  exist- 
ing law  does  not  permit  their  purchase  except  from  other  State 
agencies. 

Social  Work  Manpower  and  Training 

The  amendments  authorize  $5  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969,  and  $5  million  for  each  of  the  3  succeeding  fiscal  years 
for  grants  to  public  or  nonprofit  private  colleges  and  universities  and 
to  accredited  graduate  schools  of  social  work,  or  an  association  of  such 
schools,  to  meet  part  of  the  costs  of  development,  expansion,  or  im- 
provement of  undergraduate  programs  in  social  work  and  programs 
for  the  graduate  training  of  professional  social  work  personnel.  Not 
less  than  one-half  of  the  amount  appropriated  would  have  to  be  used 
for  grants  for  undergraduate  programs. 

Location  of  Absent  Parents 

The  amendments  provide  that  in  those  instances  in  which  welfare 
agencies  have  been  unable  to  locate  absent  parents  of  children  receiv- 
ing AFDC  through  all  sources  available  to  them,  including  records 
of  the  Social  Security  Administration,  the  Internal  Revenue  Service 
will  make  available  any  information  concerning  their  whereabouts 
that  it  may  have. 

Limitation  on  Federal  Participation  in  Medical  Assistance  (Medicaid) 

States  will  be  limited  in  setting  income  levels  for  Federal  matching 
purposes  to  133%  percent  of  the  AFDC  payment  level.  (For  the 
period  July-December  1968,  the  percentage  is  150,  and  for  calendar 
year  1969  it  is  to  be  140  percent.) 

Federal  matching  for  medical  care  for  all  those  who  are  receiving  or 
eligible  for  cash  assistance  or  who  would  be  eligible  for  cash  assistance 
if  not  institutionalized,  will  not  be  affected  under  the  amendment. 

Coordination  of  Medicaid  and  the  Supplementary  Medical  Insurance 

Program 

States  will  have  until  January  1,  1970  (rather  than  January  1,  1968) 
to  buy-in  title  XVIII  supplementary  medical  insurance  for  persons 
eligible  for  medicaid.  Also,  people  who  are  eligible  for  medicaid  but 
who  do  not  receive  cash  assistance  may  be  included  in  the  group  for 
which  the  State  can  purchase  such  coverage  and  persons  who  first  go 
on  the  medicaid  rolls  after  1967  are  also  eligible.  There  is  no  Federal 
matching  toward  the  State's  share  of  the  premium  in  such  cases. 
Federal  matching  amounts  will  not  be  available  to  States  for  services 
which  could  have  been  covered  under  the  supplementary  medical 
insurance  programs  but  were  not  as  a  result  of  a  State's  failure  to 
buy  in. 
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Modification  of  Comparability  Provisions — Medicaid 

States  do  not  have  to  include  in  medicaid  coverage  for  recipients 
under  age  65  the  same  services  which  the  aged  receive  under  the  supple- 
mentary medical  insurance  program  furnished  under  the  buy-in 
provisions  discussed  above. 

Extent  of  Federal  Financial  Participation  in  State  Administrative 
Expenses — Medicaid 

States  will  get  the  same  75-percent  Federal  matching  for  physicians 
and  other  professional  medical  personnel  working  on  the  medicaid 
program  in  the  State  health  agencies  which  they  now  get  when  such 
personnel  work  in  the  "single  State  agency,"  usually  the  public 
assistance  agency.  Under  present  law,  matching  is  50  percent  in 
such  cases. 

Advisory  Council  on  Medical  Assistance 

An  Advisory  Council  on  Medical  Assistance,  consisting  of  21  persons 
from  outside  the  Government,  is  established  to  advise  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  on  matters  of  administration  of 
the  medicaid  program. 

Free  Choice  for  Persons  Eligible  for  Medicaid 

Effective  July  1,  1969  (July  1,  1972,  for  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  and  Guam),  people  covered  under  the  medicaid  program 
will  have  free  choice  of  qualified  medical  facilities  and  practitioners, 
including  community  pharmacies. 

Use  of  State  Agencies  To  Assist  Health  Facilities  To  Participate  in  the 
Various  Health  Programs  Under  the  Social  Security  Act 

States  will  receive  75-percent  Federal  matching  for  services  which 
State  health  agencies  perform  to  help  health  facilities  qualify  for  par- 
ticipation in  the  various  health  programs  under  the  Social  Security 
Act  (including  medicare,  medicaid,  and  the  child  health  programs) 
and  to  help  these  faculties  improve  their  fiscal  records  for  payment 
purposes.  Similar  provisions  in  the  medicare  program  (which  finances 
such  services  on  a  100-percent  basis  from  the  Federal  hospital  insur- 
ance trust  fund)  are  repealed  effective  July  1,  1969,  when  this  provision 
goes  into  effect. 

Payments  for  Services  and  Care  by  a  Third  Party — Medicaid 

States  are  required  to  take  steps  to  assure  that  the  medical  expenses 
of  a  person  covered  under  the  medicaid  program,  which  a  third  party 
has  a  legal  obligation  to  pay,  will  not  be  paid,  or,  if  liability  is  later 
determined,  that  steps  will  be  taken  to  secure  reimbursement. 

Medicaid  Safeguards 

The  amendment  requires  States  to  establish  methods  and  proce- 
dures designed  to  safeguard  against  unnecessary  utilization  of  health 
care  and  services,  as  well  as  to  assure  that  payments  (including  pay- 
ments for  drugs)  do  not  exceed  reasonable  charges  and  that  they  are 
made  on  a  basis  consistent  with  efficiency,  economy,  and  quality  of 
care. 
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Skilled  Nursing  Home  Standards  Under  Medicaid 

States  are  required,  as  a  condition  for  participation  in  the  medicaid 
program,  to  place  assistance  recipients  only  in  those  licensed  nursing 
homes  which  meet  certain  conditions.  The  conditions  include  require- 
ments which  relate  to  environment,  sanitation,  and  housekeeping 
now  applicable  to  extended  care  facilities  under  medicare,  as  well  as 
fire  safety  standards  of  the  life  safety  code  of  the  National  Fire 
Protection  Association  (unless  the  Secretary  finds  that  a  State's, 
existing  fire  code  is  adequate). 

States  will  also  have  to  have  a  professional  medical  audit  program 
under  which  periodic  medical  evaluations  of  the  appropriateness  of 
care  provided  title  XIX  patients  in  nursing  homes,  mental  hospitals, 
and  other  institutions  will  be  made. 

Effective  July  1,  1970,  States  which  provide  skilled  nursing  home 
care  under  medicaid  will  also  be  expected  to  provide  home  health  care 
services. 

Federal  Matching  for  Assistance  Recipients  in  Intermediate  Care 

Facilities 

Under  current  law,  vendor  payments  may  be  made  with  Federal 
sharing  only  in  behalf  of  persons  in  medical  facilities,  such  as  skilled 
nursing  homes.  There  is  no  Federal  vendor-payment  matching  for 
people  who  need  institutional  care  in  the  intermediate  range  between 
that  which  is  provided  in  a  boarding  house  (for  which  eligible  per- 
sons may  receive  a  money  payment  under  the  money  payment  pro- 
grams) ,  and  those  who  need  the  comprehensive  services  of  skilled 
nursing  homes. 

The  amendments  provide  for  vendor  payments  in  behalf  of  persons 
who  qualify  for  OAA,  AB,  or  APTD,  and  who  are  living  in  facilities 
(including  a  Christian  Science  sanitarium)  which  are  more  than  board- 
ing houses  but  which  are  less  than  skilled  nursing  homes.  The  rate  of 
Federal  sharing  for  payments  for  care  in  those  institutions  is  at  the 
same  rate  as  for  medical  assistance  under  title  XIX.  Such  homes  will 
have  to  meet  safety  and  sanitation  standards  comparable  to  those 
required  for  nursing  homes  in  a  given  State. 

This  provision  should  result  in  a  reduction  in  the  cost  of  title  XIX 
by  allowing  States  to  relocate  substantial  numbers  of  welfare  recipients 
who  are  now  in  skilled  nursing  homes  in  lower  cost  institutions. 

Maintenance  of  State  Effort 

Present  law  contains  certain  provisions  which  in  effect  require  that 
the  additional  Federal  dollars  States  received  as  a  result  of  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1965  are  passed  on  to  recipients  or  are  other- 
wise used  in  the  State's  welfare  program,  for  a  period  ending  July  1, 
1969.  The  amendments  adds  to  the  kinds  of  expenditures  States  may 
count  (from  July  1,  1966)  in  determining  whether  they  are  satisfying 
the  maintenance  of  effort  provisions.  The  maintenance  of  effort  pro- 
vision as  amended  would  terminate  July  1,  1968. 

Direct  Billing — Medicaid 

Under  present  law,  States  are  required  to  pay  for  health  services 
under  medical  assistance  programs  directly  to  the  provider  of  the 
services.  Under  the  amendment,  States  will  be  permitted  to  make  a 
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direct  payment  to  the  recipient  for  physicians'  and  dentists'  services 
with  respect  to  those  medical  assistance  recipients  who  are  not  also 
receiving  cash  assistance. 

Required  Services  Under  Medicaid 

States  now  have  to  provide,  as  a  minimum,  five  basic  services: 
Inpatient  hospital  services,  outpatient  hospital  services,  other  labora- 
tory and  X-ray  services,  skilled  nursing  home  services,  and  physician's 
services.  States  may  select  a  number  of  other  items  of  service  from 
an  additional  list  in  the  law. 

Under  the  amendments  States  will  be  required  to  provide  the  basic 
five  services  for  all  money  payment  recipients  (the  most  needy  re- 
ceiving help  under  the  program).  With  respect  to  the  medically 
indigent,  States  would  be  allowed  to  select  either  the  first  five,  or 
seven  out  of  14,  services  authorized  under  the  law,  except  that  if 
nursing  home  or  hospital  care  services  are  selected,  a  State  must  also 
provide  physician's  services  in  those  institutions.  Subsequent  to  July  1, 
1970,  a  State  would  also  be  required  to  provide  home  health  services 
for  its  cash  assistance  recipients. 

Christian  Scientists — Health  Programs 

The  amendments  add  a  provision  to  the  medical  assistance  (title 
XIX)  and  the  child  health  programs  (title  V),  making  it  clear  that  no 
provision  in  such  titles  requires  an  individual  to  undergo  medical 
screening,  diagnosis,  or  treatment,  where  contrary  to  his  religious 
belief,  except  in  cases  involving  contagious  disease  or  environmental 
health. 

Hospital  Deductibles  and  Copayment  for  Medically  Indigent 

Under  present  law,  States  may  not  impose  any  deductibles  or  cost 
sharing  provisions  with  respect  to  hospital  care  under  the  medicaid 
program.  Under  the  amendments,  the  costs  of  hospital  care  received 
by  the  medically  needy  will  be  subject  to  deductibles  or  other  cost 
sharing  if  a  State  desired  to  have  such  provisions  in  its  program.  No 
such  deductible  or  cost  sharing  could  be  imposed  with  respect  to 
money  payment  recipients,  as  under  existing  law. 

Essential  Person — Medicaid 

The  amendments  extend  medical  assistance  to  certain  "essential 
persons."  At  present  there  is  no  provision  in  title  XIX  which  permits  a 
State  to  receive  Federal  matching  for  medical  assistance  provided  fo 
"essential  persons."  An  "essential  person"  is  defined  as  the  spouse  to 
an  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  public  assistance  recipient  who  is  living  with 
him,  and  essential  or  necessary  to  his  welfare  and  whose  needs  are  taken 
into  account  in  determining  the  amount  of  his  cash  payment.  The 
wife  of  an  OAA  recipient,  for  example,  who  herself  is  not  eligible  for 
cash  assistance  because  she  is  under  age  65  will  be  eligible  for  medical 
assistance  if  the  State  plan  so  provided. 

Licensing  of  Nursing  Home  Administrators  Under  Medicaid 

The  amendments  require  States  to  license  administrators  of  nurs- 
ing homes.  Administrators  currently  operating  a  home  who  do  not 
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qualify  initially  would  have  until  July  1,  1972,  to  qualify.  In  the  mean- 
time, the  States  would  be  required  to  offer  programs  of  training  to 
assist  administrators  to  qualify. 

Optometric  Services  Under  Child  Health  Programs 

Persons  receiving  health  services  under  child  health  programs  will 
be  free  to  utilize  the  services  of  optometrists  when  appropriate. 

Family  Planning 

Family  planning  expenditures  are  now  made  under  the  maternal 
and  child  health  program  in  title  V  and  through  medical  assistance 
under  title  XIX,  as  a  medical  services  expenditure.  States  are  free  to 
offer  family  planning  services  to  AFDC  recipients  under  title  IV,  but 
there  are  no  Federal  requirements.  Under  the  amendments,  States 
will  be  required  to  offer  family  planning  services  to  all  appropriate 
AFDC  recipients.  Federal  matching  of  these  expenditures  will  be 
provided.  In  addition,  authorizations  for  the  maternal  and  child  health 
programs  are  increased,  and  6  percent  of  the  appropriated  funds  are 
earmarked  for  family  planning.  (An  estimated  $15  million  would  be 
spent  for  that  purpose  under  the  1969  authorization,  with  increases 
thereafter).  Demonstration  projects  would  need  to  be  developed  for 
the  provision  of  family  planning  services  for  mothers  in  needy  areas. 

Language  is  included  to  clarify  that  the  acceptance  of  family  plan- 
ning services  is  voluntary  and  not  a  requisite  for  the  receipt  of  assist- 
ance. 

Training  of  Personnel  for  Health  Care  and  Related  Services  for  Mothers 

and  Children 

The  amendments  will  direct  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  "to  give  special  attention  to"  programs  providing  training 
at  the  undergraduate  level  in  making  grants  for  training  of  such 
personnel. 

Consoliadation  and  Increase  of  Child  Health  Authorizations 

The  amendments  consolidate  the  existing  separate  child  health 
authorizations  into  one  single  authorization  with  three  general  cate- 
gories. Beginning  with  1969,  50  percent  of  the  total  authorization 
would  be  for  formula  grants,  40  percent  for  project  grants,  and  10 
percent  for  research  and  training.  By  July  1972  the  States  would 
have  to  take  over  the  responsibility  for  the  project  grants,  and  90 
percent  of  the  total  authorization  would  then  go  to  the  States  in  the 
form  of  formula  grants.  Total  authorizations  would  increase  from 
$250  million  in  1969  to  $350  million  in  1973  and  thereafter. 

Additional  Requirements  on  the  States  Under  the  Formula  Grant 
Program — Child  Health 

State  plans  must  provide  for  the  early  identification  and  treatment 
of  crippled  children.  Title  XIX  is  amended  to  conform  to  this  require- 
ment. The  States  must  also  devote  special  attention  to  family  planning 
services  and  dental  care  for  children  in  the  development  of  demon- 
stration services. 
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Project  Grants — Child  Health 

Until  July  1972,  the  amendment  authorizes  project  grants  (1)  to 
help  reduce  the  incidence  of  mental  retardation  and  other  handicap- 
ping conditions  caused  by  complications  associated  with  childbearing, 
and  to  help  reduce  infant  and  maternal  mortality ;  (2)  to  promote  the 
health  of  children  and  youth  of  school  and  preschool  age;  and  (3)  to 
provide  dental  care  and  services  to  children.  Beginning  July  1972, 
responsibility  for  these  projects  will  be  transferred  to  the  States. 

The  fiscal  year  1968  authorization  for  maternity  and  infant  care 
special  projects  grants  is  increased  from  $30  to  $35  million. 

Limitation  on  Federal  Matching  for  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  Virgin 

Islands 

The  dollar  limit  for  I  ederal  financial  participation  in  public  assist- 
ance for  Puerto  Rico  is  raised  from  the  present  $9.8  million  to  $12.5 
million  for  1968,  $15  million  for  1969,  $18  million  for  1970,  $21  million 
for  1971  and  $24  million  for  1972  and  thereafter.  Up  to  an  additional 
$2  million  can  be  certified  for  family  planning  services  and  expenses 
to  support  work  incentive  programs. 

Under  medicaid  an  overall  dollar  limit  of  $20  million  is  applicable 
to  Puerto  Rico  and  the  ratio  of  Federal  matching  is  changed  from  55 
percent  to  50  percent. 

Proportionate  adjustments  are  made  for  Guam  and  the  Virgin 
Islands. 
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TABLE  2— MAXIMUM  CONTRIBUTION  AMOUNTS  UNDER  AMENDMENTS— OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  DISABILITY, 

AND  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE 


Calendar  year 

OASOT 

Health  insurance 

Total 

Previous 
law 

1967 
amendments 

Previous 
law 

1967 
amendments 

Previous 
law 

1967 
amendments 

Employee 

1967    

1968.. __  

1969-70  _.. 

1971-72  

1973-75  _  

$257. 40 
257.  40 
290.  40 
290. 40 
320. 10 

$257.40 
296.40 
327.  60 
358.  80 
390.00 

$33.00 
33.00 
33.00 
33.00 
36. 30 

$33.00 
46.80 
46. 80 
46. 80 
50.70 

$290. 40 
290.40 
323. 40 
323. 40 
356. 40 

$290. 40 
343. 20 
374. 40 
405. 60 
440.70 

1987  and  after  

320. 10 

390.00 

52. 80 

70.  20 

372. 90 

460.  20 

Self-employed 

1967   

1968   

1969-70  

1971-72   

1973-75  

$389.  40 
389. 40 
435. 60 
435. 60 
462.00 

$389.40 
452. 40 
491.  40 
538. 20 
546.00 

$33.00 
33.00 
33.00 
33.00 
36.  30 

$33.00 
46.80 
46.80 
46.80 
50.70 

$422. 40 
422. 40 
468. 60 
468.60 
498. 30 

$422.  40 
499.  20 
538. 20 
585.  00 
596.  70 

1987  and  after  

462.00 

546.00 

52.80 

70. 20 

514. 80 

616.  20 

Source:  Chief  Actuary,  Social  Security  Administration. 

TABLE  3— ESTIMATED  ADDITIONAL  OASDI  BENEFIT  PAYMENTS  IN  CALENDAR  YEARS  1968,  1969,  AND  1972  UNDER 

AMENDMENTS 


[In  millions  of  dollars! 


Item 


1968 


1969 


1972 


General  benefit  increase    

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  insured..  

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  noninsured  

Liberalized  benefits  with  respect  to  women  workers. 

Special  disability  insured  status  under  age  31  

Disabled  widow  s  benefits  at  age  50  

Earnings  test  liberalization.   

Total    


2,  529 
6 
43 
73 
60 
50 
140 


,190 
7 

43 
90 
72 
63 
221 


3, 604 
5 
25 
101 
77 
73 
244 


2,901 


3, 686 


4,129 


Source:  Chief  Actuary,  Social  Security  Administration. 

TABLE  4— COMPARISON  OF  CONTRIBUTION  INCOME  AND  BENEFIT  OUTGO  UNDER  PRESENT  LAW  AND  UNDER 
AMENDMENTS,  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  DISABILITY,  AND  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE 


(In  billions  of  dollars] 


Calendar  year 


Contribution  income       Benefit  outgo 


Excess  of  contribu- 
tions over  benefits 


1967. 
1968. 
1969. 
1970. 
1971. 
1972. 

1968. 
1969. 
1970. 
1971. 
1972. 


28.5 
29.6 
33.7 
35.2 
36.2 
37.2 


31.0 
35.2 
36.8 
40.8 
42.5 


Present  law 


24.2 
25.5 
26.9 
28.2 
29.4 
30.8 


Amendments 


28.3 
30.4 
31.8 
33.3 
34.7 


4.3 
4.1 
6.8 
7.0 
6.8 
6.4 


2.7 
4.8 
5.0 
7.5 
7.8 


Source:  Chief  Actuary,  Social  Security  Administration. 
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TABLE  5. — DETAIL  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE  AND  CHILD  HEALTH  COSTS  AGREED  TO  BY  THE  CONFERENCE 

COMMITTEE 

[In  millions  of  dollars) 


Fiscal  Fiscal  Fiscal  Fiscal  Fiscal 
year  year  year  year  year 
1968         1969         1970         1971  1972 


Public  assistance: 

AFDC  costs  if  there  is  no  change  in  present  law  i   1,462.0  1,555.0  1,647.0  1,741.0  1,837.0 

Title  XIX  costs  if  there  is  no  change  in  present  law  2   1,391.0  1,913.0  2,289.0  2,690.0  3,118.0 

All  other  public  assistance  costs  if  there  is  no  change  in 

presentlawa  _   1,647.0  1,700.0  1,725.0  1,750.0  1,776.0 


Subtotal,  present  law   4,500.0    5,168.0     5,661.0    6,181.0  6,731.0 


Increases  in  the  bill: 

Daycare...                                                             (»)  35.0  80.0  160.0  350.0 

Other  social  services.                                                  (»)  35.0  70.0  100.0  125.0 

Earnings  exemptions...                                                (9  20.0  25.0  30.0  35.0 

Work  training                                                               30  129.0  165.0  209.0  308.0 

Foster  care                                                               (»)  10.0  20.0  33.0  40.0 

Emergency  assistance                                                  (')  10.0  20.0  35.0  35.0 

Puerto  Rico,  et  al                                                      (»)  7.8  11.0  14.2  17.5 

Demonstration  projects                                                 (0  2.0  2.0  2.0  2.0 

Additional  child  health  requirements  in  title  XIX...   30. 0  40. 0  50.  0 

OAA,  AB,  APTD  spouses  under  medicaid                            (»)  14.0  15.0  16.0  17.0 

Medical  review  program  for  nursing  homes.   2.5  5.0  7.5  10.0 


Subtotal,  increases   «  50       265.3       443.0       646.7  989.5 


Decreases  in  the  bill: 

AFDC  limitation    

AFDC  reductions  for  persons  trained   —11.0  —63.0  —145.0  -257.0 

Restrictions  on  title  XIX   -329.0  -678.0  -1,037.0  -1,405.0 

Decreases  in  public  assistance  due  to  social  security  bene- 
fit increase                                                              -15  -65.0  -70.0  -75.0  -75.0 

Federal  participation  in  cost  on  care  in  "Intermediate  care 

facilities"..   -10.0  -20.0  -29.0  -29.0 

Subtotal  decreases                                                  -15  -415.0  -831.0  -1,286.0  -1,766.0 


Netcost  of  savings  due  to  public  assistance  amendments.  —35  —149.7  —388.0  —639.3  —766.5 

Total  public  assistance  as  amenJed  by  bill   4,535  5,018.3  5,237.0  5,541.7  5,954.5 

Child  welfare: 

Present  law    55  55.0  60.0  60.0  60.0 

Increase  for  child  welfare  services      45.0  50.0  50.0  50.0 

Increase  for  child  welfare  research.   5.0  10.0  15.0  15.0 

Subtotal,  increases.        50.0  60.0  65.0  65.0 

Social  work  manpower     5.0  5.0  5.0  5.0 

Net  public  welfare  cost  or  savings  in  bill   35  -94.7  -323.0  -569.3  -706.5 

Child  Health: 

Authorizations  in  bill   203  250.0  275.0  300.0  325.0 

Authorization  in  present  law...   198  210.5  225.5  225.5  225.5 

Increase  in  bill     5  39.5  49.5  74.5  99.5 


1  Assumes  annual  increase  in  the  rolls  of  about  200,000,  based  on  the  experience  of  the  past  several  years;  allows  increase 
of  $1  each  year  in  the  average  monthly  payment  per  recipient,  in  line  with  recent  experience. 

2  Includes  all  medical  vendor  payments;  assumes  5-percent  annual  increase  in  unit  costs  after  1968. 

s  Assumes  continued  decline  in  number  of  old-age  assistance  and  aid  to  the  blind  recipients,  and  continued  increase  in 
aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally  disabled,  based  on  experience;  allows  increases  for  average  payments. 
*  1968  cost  of  $20,000,000  related  to  these  items  undistributed. 

Note:  Costs  are  based  on  1968  prices  except  as  noted  in  assumptions. 

Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 
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TABLE  6.— WORK  TRAINING  IMPACT  OF  WORK  INCENTIVE  PROGRAM 


Work  training        Federal  AFDC  Trainees  Full-time  job 

Fiscal  year  expenses  (millions)    reduction  due  to       (thousands)1       placements  after 

training  (millions)  training  (thousands) 


1968   $30 

1969   '  129 

1970   165 

1971   209 

1972   308 

Total   841 


-$11 
-63 
-145 
-257 

-476 


27 
110 
150 
190 
280 

757 


13 
55 
75 
95 

250 


1  Does  not  include  recipients  on  priority  III  work  projects. 

J  Includes  $8,000,000  1-year  cost  for  priority  III  work  projects  (for  public  agencies). 

Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Labor. 
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ACTUARIAL  COST  ESTIMATES  FOR  THE  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS, 
DISABILITY,  AND  HEALTH  INSURANCE  SYSTEM  AS  MODIFIED 
BY  THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 


I.  Actuarial  Cost  Estimates  for  the  Old-Age,  Survivors, 
axd  Disability  Insurance  System 

a.  introduction 

This  section  presents  both  short-  and  long-range  cost  estimates 
for  the  old-age.  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  as  it  would 
be  modified  by  t lie  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967  (H.R.  12080), 
according  to  conference  agreement  on  December  7,  1967. 

From  an  actuarial  cost  standpoint,  the  major  features  of  these 
amendments  are  as  follows: 

(1)  Monthly  benefits  for  all  types  of  insured  beneficiaries 
would  be  increased  by  13  percent,  with  a  minimum  primary 
insurance  amount  of  $55. 

(2)  The  basic  benefit  for  transitionally  insured  and  noninsured 
persons  (aged  72  and  over)  woidd  be  increased  from  S35  to  $40 
per  month. 

(3)  A  maximum  of  $105  per  month  would  be  made  applicable 
to  wife's  benefits  (having  effect  generally  only  in  the  distant 
future). 

(4)  Liberalized  benefit  protection  would  be  available  for  de- 
pendents and  survivors  of  women  workers  (only  the  same  insured 
status  requirements  as  for  men  woidd  be  applicable,  instead  of 
the  stricter  ones  of  present  law). 

(5)  Monthly  benefits  would  be  provided  for  disabled  widows 
and  dependent  widowers  of  insured  workers  when  such  survivors 
are  aged  50-61.  The  benefit  amount  would  be  reduced  from  the 
full  82 L2  percent  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  payable  to 
widows  and  widowers  at  age  62  and  the  reduced  amount  of  71% 
percent  at  age  60,  being  scaled  down  from  the  latter  amount, 
according  to  age  at  entitlement,  to  50  percent  for  age  50. 

(6)  Insured  status  for  disability  benefits  for  young  workers 
(under  age  31)  would  be  liberalized,  so  as  essentially  to  require 
coverage  in  half  the  time  since  age  21  (or  for  those  disabled  under 
age  24,  with  coverage  in  half  of  the  last  3  years). 

(7)  The  definition  of  disability  would  be  made  more  detailed, 
so  as  to  bring  out  better  the  concepts  contained  in  present  law. 
The  special  definition  of  disability  with  respect  to  blindness 
would  be  broadened  somewhat. 

(S)  The  earnings  (or  retirement)  test  would  be  liberalized  so 
that  the  annual  exempt  amount  would  be  increased  from  $1,500 
to  $1,680  (with  a  corresponding  increase  in  the  monthly  test).  The 
"band"  for  which  there  is  a  $1  reduction  in  benefits  for  each  $2  in 
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earnings  (after  earnings  have  exceeded  the  annual  exempt 
amount)  would  be  continued  at  SI, 200. 

(9)  Coverage  would  be  extended  to  certain  small  categories  of 
State  and  local  government  employees.  The  coverage  basis  of 
ministers  would  be  reused  so  as  to  be  compulsory  unless  the 
minister  opts  out  on  grounds  of  conscience  or  religious  principle. 

(10)  The  maximum  taxable  and  creditable  earnings  base  would 
be  increased  from  $6,600  per  year  to  $7,800  for  1968  and  after. 

(11)  The  contribution  schedule  would  be  revised  in  the  manner 
shown  in  table  1  for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insur- 
ance system,  and  in  table  2  for  that  system  and  the  hospital 
insurance  system  combined.  Table  3  gives  the  maximum  contri- 
butions payable  by  individuals,  for  various  future  years. 

(12)  The  allocation  to  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund  would 
be  increased  from  0.70  percent  of  taxable  payroll  (with  respect 
to  the  combined  employer-employee  rate)  to  0.95  percent.  Table 
4  shows  the  distribution  of  the  OASDI  contribution  rate  between 
OASI  and  DI. 

TABLE  1. — CONTRIBUTION  RATES  FOR  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS.  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  UNDER  1967 
AMENDMENTS,  AS  COMPARED  WITH  THOSE  UNDER  PREVIOUS  LAW 

II n  percent! 


Combined  employer-emnloyee  rate  Self-employed  rate 

Calendar  years   '  

Previous  law      1967  amendments      Previous  law      1967  amendments 


1967   7.8  7.8  5.9  5.9 

1968..   7.8  7.6  5.9  5.8 

1969-70.   8.8  8.4  6.6  6.3 

1971-72.  _   8.8  9.2  6.6  6.9 

1973  and  after   9.7  10.0  7.0  7.0 


TABLE  2— CONTRIBUTION  RATES  FOR  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS.  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  AND  HOSPITAL  INSUR- 
ANCE UNDER  1967  AMENDMENTS,  AS  COMPARED  WITH  THOSE  UNDER  PREVIOUS  LAW 

|ln  percent) 


Combined  employer-employee  rate  Self-employed  rate 

Calendar  years     

Previous  law      1967  amendments      Previous  law       1967  amendments 


1967-68  ._  _    8.8  8.8  6.4  6.4 

1969-70  ._   9.8  9.6  7.1  6.9 

1971-72    9.8  10.4  7.1  7.5 

1973-75   10.8  11.3  7.55  7.65 

1976-79     10.9  11.4  7.6  7.7 

1980-86  _.   11.1  11.6  7.7  7.8 

1987  and  after    11.3  11.8  7.8  7.9 
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TABLE  3.— MAXIMUM  CONTRIBUTION  AMOUNTS  UNDER  1967  AMENDMENTS  FOR  SELECTED  YEARS 


OASDI  HI  Total 

Calendar  years  

Previous  law  1967  Previous    1967  amend-     Previous  law  1967 

amendments  law  ments  amendments 


Employee 


1967   $257.40  $257.40  $33.00  $33.00  $290.40  $290.40 

1968   257.40  296.40  33  00  46.80  290.40  343.20 

1969-70    290.40  327.60  33.00  46.80  323.40  374.40 

1971-72   290.40  358.80  33.00  46.80  323.40  405.60 

1973-75   320.10  390.00  36.30  50.70  356.40  440.70 

1987  and  after   320.10  390.00  52.80  70.20  372.90  460.20 


Self-employed 


1967     $389.40  $389.40  $33.00  $33.00  $422.40  $422.40 

1968                ...  389.40  452.40  33.00  46.80  422.40  499.20 

1969-70    435.60  491.40  33.00  46.80  468.60  538.20 

1971-72    435.60  538.20  33.00  46.80  468.60  585.00 

1973-75   462.00  546.00  36.30  50.70  498.30  596.70 

1987  and  after   462.00  546.00  52.80  70.20  514.80  616.20 


TABLE  4.— CONTRIBUTION  RATES  FOR  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  UNDER  1967  AMEND- 
MENTS, SUBDIVIDED  BY  TRUST  FUND 

[In  percent] 


Combined  employer— employee  rate  Self-employed  rate 

Calendar  years  

OASI  Dl  Total  OASI  Dl  Total 


1967    7.10  0.70  7.8  5.3750  0.5250  5.9 

1968    6.65  .S5  7.6  5.0875  .  7125  5.8 

1969-70    7.45  .95  8.4  5.5875  .7125  6.3 

1971-72    8.  25  .  95  9.2  6.1875  .7125  6.9 

1973  and  after   9.05  .95  10.0  6.2875  .7125  7.0 


(13)  Certain  additional  limitations  on  payment  of  benefits  to 
aliens  outside  of  the  United  States  would  be  introduced  (primar- 
ily with  respect  to  citizens  of  countries  that  do  not  provide  reci- 
procity in  regard  to  social  security  benefits  for  U.S.  citizens  and 
with  respect  to  payments  in  countries  in  which  the  Treasury 
Department  has  sLispended  payments). 

(14)  The  pay  of  persons  in  military  service  would  be  deemed 
to  be  $100  per  month  higher  than  the  amount  of  basic  pay  on 
which  they  contribute.  The  cost  of  the  additional  benefits  arising 
therefrom  would  be  paid  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury 
(when  the  benefits  are  paid). 

(15)  The  effective  date  for  the  general  benefit  increase  (and 
certain  other  parallel  benefit  changes)  would  be  for  February 
1968  (payable  at  the  beginning  of  the  next  month). 

B.  SUMMAEY  OF  ACTUARIAL  COST  ESTIMATES 

The  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  as  modified 
by  the  1967  amendments  has  an  estimated  cost  for  benefit  payments 
and  administrative  expenses  that  is  in  actuarial  balance  with  contri- 
bution income.  This  also  was  the  case  for  the  1950  and  subsequent 
amendments  at  the  time  they  were  enacted. 

The  separate  disability  insurance  trust  fund,  established  under  the 
1956  act,  shows  exact  actuarial  balance  under  the  provisions  that 
would  be  in  effect  after  enactment  of  the  1967  amendments. 
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A  description  of  the  basic  assumptions  that  are  made  in  connection 
with  the  cost  estimates  for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  system  is  given  in  appendix  A.  A  discussion  of  the  actuarial 
balance  of  this  program  in  past  years  is  presented  in  appendix  B. 

C.  FINANCING  POLICY 

(1)  Self-supporting  nature  of  system 

The  Congress  has  always  carefully  considered  the  cost  aspects  of 
the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  when  amend- 
ments to  the  program  have  been  made.  In  connection  with  the  1950 
amendments,  the  Congress  stated  the  belief  that  the  program  should 
be  completely  self-supporting  from  the  contributions  of  covered 
individuals  and  employers.  Accordingly,  in  that  legislation  the  pro- 
vision permitting  appropriations  to  the  system  from  general  revenues 
of  the  Treasury  was  repealed.  This  policy  has  been  continued  in  sub- 
sequent amendments.  The  Congress  has  very  strongly  believed  that 
the  tax  schedule  in  the  law  should  make  the  system  self-supporting  as 
nearly  as  can  be  foreseen  and  thus  actuarially  sound. 

{2)  Actuarial  soundness  of  system 

The  concept  of  actuarial  soundness  as  it  applies  to  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  differs  considerably  from 
this  concept  as  it  applies  to  private  insurance  and  private  pension 
plans,  although  there  are  certain  points  of  similarity  with  the  latter. 
In  connection  with  individual  insurance,  the  insurance  company  or 
other  administering  institution  must  have  sufficient  funds  on  hand  so 
that  if  operations  are  terminated,  it  will  be  in  a  position  to  pay  off 
all  the  accrued  liabilities.  This,  however,  is  not  a  necessary  basis  for 
a  national  compulsory  social  insurance  system  and,  moreover,  is 
frequently  not  the  case  for  soundly  financed  private  pension  plans, 
which  may  not,  as  of  the  present  time,  have  funded  all  the  liability 
for  prior  service  benefits. 

It  can  reasonably  be  presumed  that,  under  Government  auspices, 
such  a  social  insurance  system  will  continue  indefinitely  into  the  future. 
The  test  of  financial  soundness,  then,  is  not  a  question  of  whether 
there  are  sufficient  funds  on  hand  to  pay  off  all  accrued  liabilities. 
Rather,  the  test  is  whether  the  expected  future  income  from  tax  con- 
tributions and  from  interest  on  invested  assets  will  be  sufficient  to  meet 
anticipated  expenditures  for  benefits  and  administrative  costs  over 
the  long-range  period  considered  in  the  actuarial  valuation.  Thus,  the 
concept  of  "unfunded  accrued  liability"  does  not  by  any  means  have 
the  same  significance  for  a  social  insurance  system  as  it  does  for  a  plan 
established  under  private  insurance  principles,  and  it  is  quite  proper  to 
count  both  on  receiving  contributions  from  new  entrants  to  the  system 
in  the  future  and  on  paying  benefits  to  this  group  during  the  period 
considered  in  the  valuation.  These  additional  assets  and  liabilities 
must  be  considered  in  order  to  determine  whether  the  system  is  in 
actuarial  balance. 

Accordingly,  it  may  be  said  that  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  dis- 
ability insurance  program  is  actuarially  sound  if  it  is  in  actuarial  bal- 
ance. This  will  be  the  case  if  the  estimated  future  income  from  con- 
tributions and  from  interest  earnings  on  the  accumulated  trust  fund 
investments  will,  over  the  long-range  period  considered  in  the  valua- 
tion, support  the  disbursements  for  benefits  and  administrative  ex- 
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penses.  Obviously,  future  experience  may  be  expected  to  vary  from 
the  actuarial  cost  estimates  made  now.  Nonetheless,  the  intent  that  the 
sj^stem  be  self-supporting  (and  actuarially  sound)  can  be  expressed 
in  law  by  utilizing  a  contribution  schedule  that,  according  to  the 
intermediate-cost  estimate,  results  in  the  system  being  in  balance  or 
substantially  close  thereto. 

The  Congress  believes  that  it  is  a  matter  for  concern  if  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  shows  any  significant  ac- 
tuarial insufficiency.  Traditionally,  the  view  had  been  held  that  for 
the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  portion  of  the  program,  if  such 
actuarial  insufficiency  has  been  no  greater  than  0.25  percent  of  payroll, 
when  measured  over  perpetuity,  it  is  at  the  point  where  it  is  within 
the  limits  of  permissible  variation.  The  corresponding  point  for  the 
disability  insurance  portion  of  the  system  was  0.05  percent  of  pay- 
roll (lower  because  of  the  relatively  smaller  financial  magnitude  of 
this  program).  Based  on  the  recommendation  of  the  1963-64  Advisory 
Council  on  Social  Security  Financing  (see  app.  V  of  the  25th  Annual 
Report  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Sur- 
vivors Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  H.  Doc.  No.  100,  89th  Cong.),  the  cost  estimates  are  now 
being  made  on  a  75-year  basis,  rather  than  on  a  perpetuity  basis.  On 
this  approach,  the  margin  of  variation  from  exact  balance  should  be 
smaller — no  more  than  0.10  percent  of  taxable  payroll  for  the  com- 
bined old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  program. 

Furthermore,  traditionally  when  there  has  been  an  actuarial  insuffi- 
ciency exceeding  the  limits  indicated,  any  subsequent  liberalizations 
in  benefit  provisions  were  fully  financed  by  appropriate  changes  in 
the  tax  schedule  or  through  raising  the  earnings  base  and  at  the  same 
time  the  actuarial  status  of  the  program  was  improved. 

The  changes  provided  in  the  1967  amendments  are  in  conformit}7 
with  these  financing  principles. 

(3)  Interrelationship  with  railroad  retirement  system 

An  important  element  affecting  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  costs  arose  through  amendments  made  to  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  in  1951.  These  provide  for  a  combination  of  railroad 
retirement  compensation  and  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insur- 
ance covered  earnings  in  determining  benefits  for  those  with  less  than 
10  years  of  railroad  service  and  also  for  all  survivor  cases. 

Financial  interchange  provisions  are  established  so  that  the  old-age 
and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  and  the  disability  insurance  trust 
fund  are  to  be  placed  in  the  same  financial  position  in  which  they 
would  have  been  if  railroad  employment  had  always  been  covered 
under  the  program.  It  is  estimated  that,  over  the  long  range,  the  net 
effect  of  these  provisions  will  be  a  relatively  small  loss  to  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  since  the  reimbursements 
from  the  railroad  retirement  system  will  be  somewhat  smaller  than 
the  net  additional  benefits  paid  on  the  basis  of  railroad  earnings. 

(4)  Reimbursement  for  costs  of  pre-1957  military  service  wage  credits 
Another  important  element  affecting  the  financing  of  the  program 

arose  through  legislation  in  1956  that  provided  for  reimbursement 
from  general  revenues  for  past  and  future  expenditures  in  respect 
to  the  noncontributory  credits  that  had  been  granted  for  persons  in 
military  service  before  1957.  These  financing  provisions  were  modified 
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by  the  1965  amendments.  The  cost  estimates  contained  here  reflect  the 
effect  of  these  reimbursements  (which  are  included  as  contributions), 
based  on  the  assumption  that  the  required  appropriations  will  be 
made  in  the  future  in  accordance  with  the  relevant  provisions  of  the 
law.  These  reimbursements  are  intended  to  be  made  on  the  basis 
of  a  constant  annual  amount  (as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare)  for  each  trust  fund  payable  over 
the  period  up  to  the  year  2015  (with  such  amount  subject  to  redeter- 
mination every  5  years). 

In  actual  practice,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
determined  initially  that  the  annual  amount  for  the  three  trust  funds 
involved  (old-age  and  survivors  insurance,  disability  insurance,  and 
hospital  insurance)  was  $120  million.  However,  the  Budget  Document 
of  the  United  States  has  contained  requests  for  appropriations  for 
only  $105  million  and,  to  date,  the  appropriations  have  been  made 
by  the  Congress  on  that  basis. 

(5)  Reimbursement  for  costs  of  additional  post-1967  military  service  wage 
credits 

Under  the  1967  amendments,  individuals  in  active  military  service 
after  1967  will  receive  additional  wage  credits  in  excess  of  their  cash 
pay  (but  within  the  maximum  creditable  earnings  base)  in  recognition 
of  their  remuneration  that  is  payable  in  kind  (e.g.,  quarters  and  meals). 
These  additional  credits  are  at  the  rate  of  $100  per  month.  The  addi- 
tional costs  that  arise  from  these  credits  are  to  be  financed  from 
general  revenues  on  an  "actual  disbursements  cost"  basis,  with  reim- 
bursement to  the  trust  funds  on  as  prompt  a  basis  as  possible  (and 
with  interest  adjustments  to  make  up  for  any  delay  due  to  the  time 
needed  to  make  the  necessary  actuarial  calculations  and  for  the  neces- 
sary appropriations  to  be  made). 

In  many  instances,  the  availability  of  these  additional  wage  credits 
will  not  result  in  additional  benefits  because  the  individual  will  have 
maximum  credited  earnings  without  them  or  because  the  year  in  which 
such  credits  are  granted  will  be  a  dropout  year  in  the  computation 
of  his  average  monthly  wage.  In  the  immediate-future  years,  the 
cost  of  these  additional  credits  to  the  general  fund  will  be  relatively 
small  (only  a  few  million  dollars  a  year)  since  there  will  be  relatively 
few  cases  arising,  almost  all  due  to  death  and  disability.  After  several 
decades,  this  cost  might  rise  to  as  much  as  $100  million  per  year  if 
the  size  of  the  uniformed  services  remains  as  large  as  at  present — and, 
of  course,  a  lower  figure  if  such  size  is  lower. 

D.  INTERMEDIATE-COST  ESTIMATES 

(1)  Purposes  of  intermediate-cost  estimates 

The  long-range  intermediate-cost  estimates  are  developed  from  the 
low-  and  high-cost  estimates  by  averaging  them  (using  the  dollar  esti- 
mates and  developing  therefrom  the  corresponding  estimates  relative 
to  payroll).  The  intermediate-cost  estimate  does  not  represent  the 
most  probable  estimate  since  it  is  impossible  to  develop  any  such 
figures.  Rather,  it  has  been  set  down  as  a  convenient  and  readily 
available  single  set  of  figures  to  use  for  comparative  purposes. 

The  Congress,  in  enacting  the  1950  act  and  subsequent  legislation, 
was  of  the  belief  that  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
program  should  be  on  a  completely  self-supporting  basis  and  actuari- 
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ally  sound.  Therefore,  a  single  estimate  is  necessary  in  the  develop- 
ment of  a  tax  schedule  intended  to  make  the  system  self-supporting. 
Any  specific  schedule  will  necessarily  be  somewhat  different  from 
what  will  actually  be  required  to  obtain  exact  balance  between  con- 
tributions and  benefits.  This  procedure,  however,  does  make  the 
intention  specific,  even  though  in  actual  practice  future  changes  in 
the  tax  schedule  might  be  necessary.  Likewise,  exact  balance  cannot 
be  obtained  from  a  specific  set  of  integral  or  rounded  tax  rates  increas- 
ing in  orderly  intervals,  but  rather  this  principle  of  self-support  should 
be  aimed  at  as  closely  as  possible. 

(2)  Interest  rate  used  in  cost  estimates 

The  interest  rate  used  for  computing  the  level-costs  for  the  1967 
amendments  is  3%  percent  for  the  intermediate-cost  estimate.  This 
is  slightly  below  the  average  yield  of  the  investments  of  the  trust  funds 
at  the  end  of  June  1967  (about  3.79  percent),  and  is  considerably  below 
the  rate  currently  being  obtained  for  new  investments  (5%  percent  for 
October  1967). 

(8)  Actuarial  balance  of  OASDI  system 

Table  A,  in  appendix  B,  shows  that,  according  to  the  latest  cost 
estimates  made  for  the  1965  act,  there  is  a  very  favorable  actuarial 
balance  for  the  combined  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
system,  but  that  there  is  a  deficit  of  0.15  percent  of  taxable  payroll 
for  the  disability  insurance  portion,  and  a  favorable  balance  of  0.89 
percent  of  taxable  payroll  for  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
portion. 

Under  the  1967  amendments,  the  benefit  changes  proposed  would 
be  financed,  in  large  part,  by  utilizing  the  existing  favorable  actuarial 
balance  and  by  the  increases  in  the  contribution  rates  and  the  earnings 
base. 

Table  5  traces  through  the  change  in  the  actuarial  balance  of  the 
system  from  its  situation  under  the  1965  act,  according  to  the  latest 
estimate,  to  that  under  the  1967  amendments,  by  type  of  major 
changes  involved. 

TABLE  5.— CHANGES  IN  ACTUARIAL  BALANCE  0^  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  SYSTEM 
EXPRESSED  IN  TERMS  OF  ESTIMATED  LEVEL-COST  AS  PERCENTAGE  OF  TAXABLE  PAYROLL,  BY  TYPE  OF  CHANGE, 
INTERMEDIATE-COST  ESTIMATE,  PREVIOUS  LAW  AND  1937  AMENDMENTS,  BASED  ON  3.75  PERCENT  INTEREST 

 [In  percent]  

Old-age  and  Disability 
Item  survivors  insurance  Total  system 

insurance 


Actuarial  balance  of  previous  law   

Increase  in  earnings  base     

Earnings  test  liberalization   

Disabled  widow's  benefit;  at  age  50  

Special  disability  insured  otatus  under  age  31  

Liberalized  benefits  with  respect  to  women  workers 

Benefit  formula  change  

Revised  contribution  schedule   

Total  effect  of  changes  in  1967  amendments. 

Actuarial  balance  under  1967  amendments  


+0.  89 

-0.15 

+0. 74 

+.25 

+.02 

+.  27 

-.06 

(') 

-.06 

-.03 

<2) 

-.03 

-.02 

-.02 

^07 

<>) 

-.07 

-.95 

-.10 

-1.05 

-.02 

+.  25 

+.  23 

-.88 

+.15 

-.73 

+.CI 

.00 

+.01 

1  Less  than  0.005  percent. 

2  Not  applicable  to  this  program. 


Several  benefit  provisions  have  cost  effects  of  a  magnitude  of  less 
than  0.005  percent  of  taxable  payroll  when  measured  in  terms  of  long- 
range  level-costs.  Such  changes  involving  small  increases  in  cost  are  the 
liberalization  of  eligibility  conditions  for  certain  adopted  children, 
the  simplification  of  benefit  computations  based  on  1937-50  wages, 
the  reduction  of  the  length-of-marriage  requirement  for  survivor 
benefits,  the  liberalization  of  the  offset  provision  for  disability  benefits 
when  workmen's  compensation  benefits  are  also  payable,  the  reduction 
in  the  penalties  for  failure  to  file  timely  reports  of  earnings  and  other 
events,  and  the  broadening  of  the  special  definition  of  disability  with 
respect  to  blindness.  Such  changes  involving  small  decreases  in  cost 
are  the  additional  limitations  on  payment  of  benefits  to  certain  aliens 
outside  the  United  States. 

It  may  be  noted  that  the  cost  estimates  made  for  the  1967  amend- 
ments did  not  include  a  reduction  in  cost  to  allow  for  the  inclusion  of 
the  detailed  definition  of  disability.  Rather,  this  is  considered  to  be 
a  safeguard,  or  cost  control,  so  that  the  definition  in  previous  law- 
would  not  be  weakened  by  court  decisions  or  otherwise.  In  taking  this 
new,  detailed  definition  into  account  in  the  actuarial  cost  estimates, 
it  has  been  assumed  that  the  reference  to  the  phrase  "work  which 
exists  in  the  national  economy"  as  meaning  "work  which  exists  in 
significant  numbers  either  in  the  region  where  such  individual  lives 
or  in  several  regions  of  the  country"  was  for  the  purpose  of  so  defining 
the  phrase  as  to  preclude  consideration  of  types  of  jobs  that  exist 
only  in  very  limited  numbers  or  in  relatively  few  geographic  loca- 
tions— or,  more  specifically,  that  the  word  "significant"  as  used  here 
has  the  meaning  of  "not  insignificant"  (rather  than  the  meaning  of 
"important,"  as  is  sometimes  the  case  in  popular  usage). 

The  changes  made  by  the  1967  amendments  would  maintain  the 
sound  actuarial  position  of  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  in- 
surance system.  The  estimated  actuarial  balance  is  +0.01  percent 
of  taxable  payroll. 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  in  1950  and  in  subsequent  amend- 
ments, the  Congress  did  not  recommend  that  the  system  be  financed 
by  a  high  level  tax  rate  in  the  future,  but  rather  recommended  an 
increasing  schedule,  which,  of  necessity,  ultimately  rises  higher  than 
such  a  level  rate.  Nonetheless,  this  graded  tax  schedule  will  produce  a 
considerable  excess  of  income  over  outgo  for  many  years  so  that  a 
sizable  trust  fund  will  develop,  although  not  as  large  as  would  arise 
under  an  equivalent  level  tax  rate.  This  fund  will  be  invested  in 
Government  securities  (just  as  is  also  the  case  for  the  trust  funds  of 
the  civil  service  retirement,  railroad  retirement,  national  service  life 
insurance,  and  U.S.  Government  life  insurance  systems).  The  result- 
ing interest  income  will  help  to  bear  part  of  the  higher  benefit  costs  of 
the  future. 

The  level  contribution  rate  equivalent  to  the  graded  schedules  in 
the  law-  may  be  computed  in  the  same  manner  as  level  costs  of  bene- 
fits. These  are  shown  in  table  A,  in  appendix  B,  as  are  also  figures  for 
the  net  actuarial  balances,  both  for  the  1967  amendments  and  for 
previous  laws. 
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(4)  OASI  income  and  outgo  in  near  future 

Table  6  shows  the  progress  of  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
trust  fund  under  previous  law  in  the  past  and  under  the  1967  amend- 
ments in  the  future.  The  trust  fund  increases  by  significant  amounts 
in  all  future  years  under  the  1967  amendments.  In  1968,  the  trust  fund 
increases  by  about  $1  billion,  which  is  much  less  than  the  increases 
that  occur  in  the  next  few  years  and,  in  fact,  much  less  than  the  in- 
crease that  occurs  in  1967.  The  reason  for  the  relatively  small  increase 
in  1968  as  compared  with  1967  is  the  reduction  in  the  allocation  to  this 
trust  fund  (see  table  4) . 

TABLE  6  — PROGRESS  OF  OLD-AGE  AND  SURVIVORS  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND,  SHORT-RANGE  ESTIMATE 

|ln  millions] 


Adminis-         Railroad  Balance  in 

Calendar  year          Conlributions       Benefit           trative         retirement  Interest  on     fund  at  end  of 

payments        expenses         financial  fund  -  years 
interchange 1 


Actual  data 


1951   $3,367  $1,885  $81 

1952    3.819  2,194  88 

1953    3,945  3,006  88 

1954     5,163  3,670  92 

1955    5,713  4,968  119 

1956    6,172  5,715  132 

1957     6,  825  7,347  M62 

1958    7,566  8,327  *  194 

1959   8,052  9,842  184 

1960    10,866  10,677  203 

1961   _.  11,285  11,862  239 

1962    12,059  13,356  256 

1963    14.541  14,217  281 

1964     15,889  14,914  296 

1965    16,017  16,737  328 

1966     20,653  18,267  256 

1967    $23,210    y-u y  , 

1968    23,794     T  22,664 

1969    27,454  24,166 

1970    28,811  25,126 

1971  ....  32,478  26,145 

1972    33,905  27,161 


-$21 
-7 
-5 
-2 
124 
282 
318 
332 
361 
423 
403 
436 
444 


$417 
365 
414 
447 
454 
526 
556 
552 
532 
516 
548 
52S 
521 
569 
593 
644 


Estimated  data,  1967  amendments 


$13036  $397 


435 
448 
463 
478 


459 
530 
619 
601 
582 


$797 
904 
986 
1,136 
1,386 
1,735 


$15,540 
17,442 
18.70/ 
20, 576 
21,663 
22,519 
22, 393 
21,864 
20,141 
20, 324 
19,725 
18,337 
13, 480 
19.125 
18,235 
20, 570 


$24, 190 
25,277 
28,  586 
32, 340 
38, 995 
46,  414 


1  A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad  retirement  account,  and  a  positive  figure  indi- 
cates the  reverse. 

-'  An  interest  rate  of  3.75  percent  is  used  in  determining  the  level-costs  under  the  intermediate-cost  long-range  esti- 
mates, but  in  developing  the  progress  of  the  trust  fund  a  varying  rate  in  the  early  years  has  been  used. 

a  Not  including  amounts  in  the  railroad  retirement  account  to  the  credit  of  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust 
fund.  In  millions  of  dollars,  these  amounted  to  $377  for  1953,  $284  for  1954,  $163  for  1955,  $60  for  1956,  and  nothing  for 
1957  and  thereafter. 

*  These  figures  are  artificially  high  because  of  the  method  of  reimbursements  between  this  trust  fund  and  the  disability 
insurance  trust  fund  (and,  likewise,  the  figure  for  1959  is  too  low). 

Note:  Contributions  include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  noncontributory  credit  for  military  service  and  for 
the  special  benefits  payable  to  certain  noninsured  persons  aged  72  or  over. 


(5)  DI  income  and  outgo  in  near  future 

Table  7  shows  the  progress  of  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund 
under  previous  law  in  the  past  and  under  the  1967  amendmeats  in  the 
future.  The  trust  fund  increases  by  significant  amounts  in  all  future 
years — especially  as  compared  with  previous  law.  This  trend  is  the 
result  of  the  increased  allocation  to  this  trust  fund  from  the  combined 
old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  contribution  rate,  which 
more  than  offsets  the  increased  outgo  due  to  the  benefit  changes.  The 
higher  taxable  earnings  base  also  has  an  increasing  effect  on  the  trust 
fund. 
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TABLE  7.— PROGRESS  OF  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND,  SHORT-RANGE  COST  ESTIMATE 

[I n  millions] 


Adminis-         Railroad  Balance  in 

Calendar  year         Contributions       Benefit  trative         retirement  Interest  on    fund  at  end  of 

payments        expenses         financial  fund  2  year 

interchange 1 


Actual  data 


1957   $702  $57  3  $3   $7  $649 

1958    966  249  3  12     25  1,  379 

1959   891  457  50  -$22  40  1,825 

1960.   1,010  568  36  -5  53  2,289 

1961    1,038  887  64  5  66  2,437 

1962    1,046  1,105  66  11  68  2,368 

1963.   1,099  1,210  68  20  66  2,235 

1964   1,154  1,309  79  19  64  2,047 

1965   1,188  1,573  90  24  59  1,606 

1966    2,022  1,784  137  25  58  1,739 


Estimated  data,  1967  amendments 


1967     $2,313  $1,956  $107  $31  $72  $2,030 

1968   3,236  2,390  129  44  95  2,798 

1969    3,517  2,608  121  22  131  3,695 

1970     3,629  2,740  123  22  171  4,610 

1971    3,759  2,867  127  25  212  5,562 

1972     3,880  2,985  133  29  253  6,548 


i  A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad  retirement  account,  and  a  positive  figure  indi- 
cates the  reverse. 

-  An  interest  rate  of  3.75  percent  is  used  in  determining  the  level-costs  under  the  intermediate-cost  long-range  estimates, 
but  in  developing  the  progress  of  the  trust  fund  a  varying  rate  in  the  early  years  has  been  used. 

3  These  figures  are  artificially  low  because  of  the  method  of  reimbursements  between  this  trust  fund  and  the  old-age 
and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  (and,  likewise,  the  figure  for  1959  is  too  high). 

Note:  Contributions  include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  noncontributory  credit  for  military  service. 

(6)  Increases  in  benefit  disbursements  in  1968-72,  by  cause 

The  increases  in  the  total  benefit  disbursements  of  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  in  1968,  1969,  and  1972  as  a 
result  of  the  changes  that  the  1967  amend  ments  make  are  shown  in 
table  8.  The  major  portion  of  the  increase  is  due  to  the  general  benefit 
increase. 

TABLE  8. — ESTIMATED  ADDITIONAL  OASDI  BENEFIT  PAYMENTS  IN  CALENDAR  YEARS  1968,  1969,  AND  1972 

UNDER  1967  AMENDMENTS 


[In  millions] 


Item 

1968 

1969 

1972 

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  insured   

Benefit  increase  for  transitional  noninsured   

Liberalized  benefits  with  respect  to  women  workers  

Special  disability  insured  status  under  age  31  

Disabled  widow  s  benefits  at  age  50    

$2, 529 
6 
43 
73 
60 
50 
140 

$3, 190 
7 

43 
90 
72 
63 
221 

$3,604 
5 

25 
101 
77 
73 
244 

2,901 

3,686 

4,129 

(7)  Long-range  operations  of  OASI  trust  fund,  intermediate  estimate 

Table  9  gives  the  estimated  operation  of  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  trust  fund  under  the  program  as  changed  by  the  1967 
amendments.  It  will  be  recognized  that  the  figures  for  the  next  two  or 
three  decades  are  the  most  reliable  (under  the  assumption  of  level- 
earnings  trends  in  the  future)  since  the  populations  concerned — both 
covered  workers  and  beneficiaries — are  already  born.  As  the  estimates 
proceed  fiu-ther  into  the  future,  there  is,  of  course,  much  more  un- 
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certainty — if  for  no  reason  other  than  the  relative  difficulty  in  predict- 
ing future  birth  trends — but  is  is  desirable  and  necessary  nonetheless 
to  consider  these  long-range  possibilities  under  a  social  insurance 
program  that  is  intended  to  operate  in  perpetuity. 

TABLE  9. — ESTIMATED  PROGRESS  OF  OLD-AGE  AND  SURVIVORS  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND,  LONG-RANGE  COST 

ESTIMATES 

[In  millions] 


Adminis-         Railroad  Balance  in 

Calendar  year        Contributions      Benefits          trative         retirement  Interest  on      fund  at  end 

payments        expenses         financial  fund 2           of  year 
interchange 1 


Low-cost  estimate 


1975...   $33,879  $28,040  $417  $425  $1,884  $52,061 

1980.   36,879  32,177  457  260  3,369  87.P67 

1985   39,363  36,592  494  155  4,842  123,502 

1990   42,091  40,754  532  70  6,279  158,470 

1995    45,637  43,917  564  10  7,933  199,565 

2000  ,  49,695  45,539  587  -40  10,302  259,054 


High-cost  estimate 


1975   $33,360  $28,854  $476  $475  $1,199  $41,636 

1980...   36,138  33,355  523  340  1,836  62,498 

1985   38,376  38,016  565  245  2,266  75,575 

1990.   40,650  42,540  620  170  2,377  78,435 

1995    43,568  46,079  646  110  2,263  74,862 

2000    46,798  48,336  674  60  2,165  72,475 


Intermediate-cost  estimate 


1975.   $33,619  $28,447  $446  $450  $1,517  $46,781 

1980   _  36,508  32,766  490  300  2,536  74,876 

1985    38,870  37,304  530  200  3,418  98,701 

1990     41,370  41,647  576  120  4,082  116,620 

1995   44,602  44,998  605  60  4.688  133,683 

2000   48,247  46,938  631  10  5,583  159,499 

2010   54,664  52,885  704  -45  8,711  246,839 

2025   62,585  76,292  930  -90  10,933  302,846 


1  A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad  retirement  account,  and  a  positive  figure  indi- 
cates the  reverse. 

2  At  interest  rates  of  3.75  percent  for  the  intermediate-cost  estimate,  4.25  percent  for  the  low-cost  estimate,  and  3.25 
percent  for  the  high-cost  estimate. 

Note:  Contributions  include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  noncontributory  credit  for  military  service  before 
1957.  No  account  is  taken  in  this  table  of  the  outgo  for  the  special  benefits  payable  to  certain  noninsured  persons  aged  72 
or  over  or  for  the  additional  benefits  payable  on  the  basis  of  noncontributory  credit  for  military  service  after  1967 — or  of 
the  corresponding  reimbursement  therefor,  which  is  exactly  counterbalancing  from  a  long-range  cost  standpoint. 

In  every  year  after  1967  for  the  next  20  years,  under  the  intermediate 
cost  estimate,  contribution  income  under  the  system  as  it  would  be 
modified  is  estimated  to  exceed  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
benefit  disbursements.  Even  after  the  benefit-outgo  curve  rises  ahead 
of  the  contribution-income  curve,  the  trust  fund  will  nonetheless  con- 
tinue to  increase  because  of  the  effect  of  interest  earnings  (which 
more  than  meet  the  administrative  expense  disbursements  and  any 
financial  interchanges  with  the  railroad  retirement  program).  As  a 
result,  this  trust  fund  is  estimated  to  grow  steadily  under  the  inter- 
mediate long-range  cost  estimate  (with  a  level-earnings  assumption), 
reaching  well  over  $100  billion  by  1990  and  continuing  to  grow  there- 
after. 

(8)  Long-range  operations  of  DI  trust  fund,  intermediate  estimate 

The  disability  insurance  trust  fund  under  the  program  as  it  would 
be  changed  grows  slowly  but  steadily  after  1967,  according  to  the 
intermediate  long-range  cost  estimate,  as  shown  by  table  10.  liy  1980, 
it  reaches  $9.4  billion,  and  20  years  later  it  is  at  a  level  of  $22  billion. 
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TABLE  10.— ESTIMATED  PROGRESS  OF  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND,  LONG-RANGE  COST  ESTIMATES 

|ln  millions) 


Adminis-         Railroad  Balance  in 

Calendar  year         Contributions       Benefit  trative         retirement  Interest  on     fund  at  end  of 

payments        expenses         financial  fund  -  year 

interchange 1 


Low-cost  estimate 


1975   $3,582  $2,997  $126  -$14  $311  $8,264 

1980    3,899  3,351  118  -21  493  12,654 

1985    4,161  3.618  117  -23  710  18,001 

1990...   4,448  3,809  115  -25  988  24,900 

1995   4,822  4,096  116  -25  1,352  33,899 

2000   5,250  4,624  129  -25  1,797  44,803 


High-cost  estimate 


1975   $3,528  $3,317  $136  -$6  $167  $5,529 

1980   3,821  3,812  147  -11  187  6,217 

1985   4,057  4,164  155  -13  184  6,148 

1990    4,296  4,416  161  -15  171  5,735 

1995    4,604  4,794  172  -15  146  4,949 

2000___   4,9;5  5,450  195  -15  81  2,760 


Intermediate-cost  estimate 


1975    $3,555  $3,157  $131  -$10  $232  $6,877 

1980   3,860  3.582  133  -16  323  9,351 

1985     4.109  3.891  135  -18  413  11,856 

1990   4,372  4.113  138  -20  519  14,854 

1995   4,713  4,445  143  -20  652  18,556 

2000   5.097  5,037  162  -20  788  22,276 

2010  _..    5,774  6,562  210  -20  906  25,222 

2025    6,598  7,326  233  -20  763  21,384 


'A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad  retirement  account,  and  a  positive  figure 
indicates  the  reverse. 

2  At  interest  rates  of  3.75  percent  for  the  intermediate-cost  estimate,  4.25  percent  for  the  low-cost  estimate,  and  3.25 
percent  for  the  high-cost  estimate. 

Note:  Contributions  include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  noncontributory  credit  for  military  service  before  1957. 
No  account  is  taken  in  this  table  of  the  outgo  for  the  additional  benefits  payable  on  the  basis  of  noncontributory  credit  for 
military  service  after  1967—  or  of  the  corresponding  reimbursement  therefor,  which  is  exactly  counterbalancing  from 
a  long-range  cost  standpoint. 

(9)  Long-range  operations  of  trust  funds  on  range  basis 

Table  9  shows  the  estimated  operation  of  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  trust  fund  under  the  program  as  it  would  be  changed  for 
not  only  the  intermediate-cost  estimates  but  also  for  the  low-  and  high- 
cost  estimates,  while  table  10  gives  corresponding  figures  for  the 
disability  insurance  trust  fund. 

Under  the  low-cost  estimate,  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
trust  fund  builds  up  quite  rapidly  and  in  the  year  2000  is  shown  as 
being  about  $259  billion  and  is  then  growing  at  a  rate  of  about  $14 
billion  a  year.  On  the  other  hand,  under  the  high-cost  estimate,  this 
trust  fund  builds  up  to  a  maximum  of  about  $78  billion  in  about  25 
years  but  it  decreases  slowly  thereafter  until  it  is  exhausted  in  the 
year  2019.  Under  the  latter  estimate,  benefit  disbursements  are  lower 
than  contribution  income  during  all  years  after  1967  and  before  1986. 

Under  the  low-cost  estimate,  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund 
grows  steadily,  reaching  about  $13  billion  in  1980  and  $45  billion  in 
the  year  2000,  at  which  time  its  annual  rate  of  growth  is  about  $2 
billion.  On  the  other  hand,  under  the  high-cost  estimate,  in  the  early 
years  of  operation,  the  contribution  income  only  slightly  exceeds  the 
benefit  outgo;  accordingly,  this  trust  fund  is  shown  to  increase  to  a 
maximum  of  about  $6.2  billion  in  1980  and  then  to  decrease  slowly 
until  it  is  exhausted  in  the  year  2003. 
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The  foregoing  results  are  consistent  and  reasonable,  since  the  system 
on  an  intermediate-cost-estimate  basis  is  intended  to  be  approximately 
self-supporting,  as  indicated  previously.  Accordingly,  a  low-cost  esti- 
mate should  show  that  the  system  is  more  than  self-supporting, 
whereas  a  high-cost  estimate  should  show  that  a  deficiency  would 
arise  later  on.  In  actual  practice,  under  the  philosophy  in  the  1950 
and  subsequent  acts,  as  set  forth  in  the  committee  reports  therefor,  the 
tax  schedule  would  be  adjusted  in  future  years  so  that  none  of  the 
developments  of  the  trust  funds  under  the  low-  and  high-cost  esti- 
mates shown  in  tables  9  and  10  would  ever  eventuate.  Thus,  if  ex- 
perience followed  the  low-cost  estimate,  and  if  the  benefit  provisions 
were  not  changed,  the  contribution  rates  would  probably  be  adjusted 
downward — or  perhaps  would  not  be  increased  in  future  years  ac- 
cording to  schedule.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  experience  followed  the 
high-cost  estimate,  the  contribution  rates  would  have  to  be  raised 
above  those  scheduled.  In  any  event,  the  high-cost  estimate  does  indi- 
cate that,  under  the  tax  schedule  adopted,  there  will  be  ample  funds 
to  meet  benefit  disbursements  for  several  decades,  even  under  rela- 
tively high-cost  experience. 

(10)  Benefit  costs  in  future  years  relative  to  taxable  payroll 

Table  11  shows  the  estimated  costs  of  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  benefits  and  of  the  disability  insurance  benefits  under  the 
program  as  it  would  be  changed  by  the  1967  amendments  as  a  per- 
centage of  taxable  payroll  for  various  future  years,  through  the  year 
2040,  and  also  the  level-costs  of  the  two  programs  for  the  low-,  high-, 
and  intermediate-cost  estimates. 

TABLE  II. -ESTIMATED  COST  OF  BENEFIT  PAYMENTS  OF  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE 
SYSTEM  AS  PERCENT  OF  TAXABLE  PAYROLL1 

(In  percent] 


Calendar  year  Low-cost  estimate      High-cost  estimate  Intermediate-cost 

estimate  ■ 


Old-age  and  survivors  insurance  benefits 


1975   7.48  7.82  7.65 

1980    7.88  8.34  8.11 

1935      8.40  8.95  8.67 

1990     8.75  9.45  9.09 

1995     8.69  9.55  9.11 

2000   8.27  9.33  8.78 

2010..   8.05  9.48  8.73 

2025....   9.72  12.50  10.99 

2040    9.54  13.13  11.09 

Level-costs    8.26  9.40  8.77 


Disability  insurance  benefits 


1975    0.80  0.90  0.85 

1980     .82  .  95  .  89 

1985    .83  .98  .90 

1990..     .82  .98  .90 

1995      .81  .99  .90 

2000...     .84  1.05  .94 

2010..     .95  1.24  1.08 

2025...     .91  1.23  1.05 

2040...     .94  1.27  1.08 

Level-cost^..    .85  1.06  .  95 


1  Taking  into  account  the  lower  contribution  rate  for  self-employment  income  and  tips,  as  compared  with  the  combined 
employer-employee  rate. 

■  Based  on  the  averages  of  the  dollar  payrolls  and  dollar  costs  under  the  low-cost  and  high-cost  estimates. 

-  Level  contribution  rate,  at  an  interest  rate  of  3.25  percent  for  high-cost,  3.75  percent  for  intermediate-cost,  and  4.25 
percent  for  low-cost,  for  benefits  after  1966,  taking  into  account  interest  on  the  trust  fund  on  December  31,  1966,  future 
administrative  expenses,  the  railroad  retirement  financial  interchange  provisions,  and  the  reimbursement  of  military-wage- 
credits  cost. 
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(11 )  Level-costs  of  benefit  payments,  by  type 

The  level-cost  of  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  benefit  pay- 
ments ("without  considering  administrative  expenses,  the  railroad  re- 
tirement financial  interchange,  and  the  effect  of  interest  earnings  on  the 
existing  trust  fund)  under  the  1965  act,  according  to  the  latest  inter- 
mediate-cost estimate,  is  7.91  percent  of  taxable  payroll,  and  the  cor- 
responding figure  for  the  program  as  it  would  be  modified  by  the  1967 
amendments  is  8.76  percent.  The  corresponding  figures  for  the  disa- 
bility benefits  are  0.S3  percent  for  the  1965  act  and  0.94  percent  for 
the  1967  amendments. 

Table  12  presents  the  benefit  costs  for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and 
disability  insurance  system  as  it  "would  be  after  enactment  of  the  1967 
amendments,  separately  for  each  of  the  various  types  of  benefits. 

TABLE  12.— ESTIMATED  LEVEL-COST  OF  BENEFIT  PAYMENTS,  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES,  AND  INTEREST 
EARNINGS  ON  EXISTING  TRUST  FUND  UNDER  THE  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  SYSTEM 
UNDER  1967  AMENDMENTS,  AS  PERCENTAGE  OF  TAXABLE  PAYROLL,'  BY  TYPE  OF  BENEFIT,  INTERMEDIATE- 
COST  ESTIMATE  AT  3.75  PERCENT  INTEREST 

[In  percent] 


Item  Old-age  and  survivors  Disability  insurance 

insurance 


Primary  benefits    6.03  0.75 

Wife's  and  husband's  benefits   .50  .05 

Widow's  and  widower's  benefits   1.27  (?) 

Parent's  benefits..    .01  (2) 

Child's  benefits   .73  .14 

Mother's  benefits     .13  (-) 

Lump-sum  death  payments    .09  (?) 


Total    8.76  .94 

Administrative  expenses   .12  .03 

Railroad  retirement  financial  interchange   .04  .00 

Interest  on  existing  trust  fund  s    —.15  —.02 


Net  total  level-cost    8.77  .95 


1  Including  adjustment  to  reflect  the  lower  contribution  rate  on  self-employment  income  and  on  tips,  as  compared  with 
the  combined  employer-employee  rate. 
■  This  type  of  benefit  is  not  payable  under  this  program. 

s  This  item  includes  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  noncontributory  credit  for  military  service  and  is  taken  as  an 
offset  to  the  benefit  and  administrative  expense  costs. 

II.  Actuarial  Cost  Estimates  for  the  Hospital  Insurance  System 

A.  INTRODUCTION 

This  portion  of  the  report  presents  actuarial  cost  estimates  for  the 
hospital  insurance  system  as  changed  by  the  1967  amendments.  The 
major  changes  in  previous  law- — insofar  as  actuarial  cost  aspects  are 
concerned — are  as  follows: 

(1)  The  outpatient  diagnostic  benefits  would  be  moved  to  the 
supplementary  medical  insurance  system. 

(2)  An  additional  "lifetime  reserve"  of  60  days  of  hospital 
benefits  would  be  provided,  subject  to  cost-sharing  of  $20  per  day 
(initially). 

(3)  The  maximum  taxable  earnings  base  would  be  increased  to 
$7,800  per  year  for  1968  and  after. 

(4)  The  contribution  rate  would  be  increased  for  all  years  after 
1967  by  0.1  percent  for  each  party  (employers,  employees,  and 
self-employed) . 
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B.  SUMMARY  OF  ACTUARIAL  COST  ESTIMATES 

The  hospital  insurance  system  as  it  would  be  changed  by  the  1967 
amendments  has  an  estimated  cost  for  benefit  payments  and  ad- 
ministrative expenses  that  is  in  long-range  balance  with  contribution 
income.  It  is  recognized  that  the  preparation  of  cost  estimates  for 
hospital  and  related  benefits  is  much  more  difficult  and  is  much 
more  subject  to  variation  than  cost  estimates  for  the  cash  benefits 
of  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system.  This  is  so 
not  only  because  the  hospital  insurance  program  is  newly  established, 
but  also  because  of  the  greater  number  of  variable  factors  involved 
in  a  service- benefit  program  than  in  a  cash-benefit  one.  However, 
it  is  believed  that  the  present  cost  estimates  are  made  under  conserv- 
ative assumptions  with  respect  to  all  foreseeable  factors. 

The  present  cost  estimates  are  based  on  considerably  higher  assump- 
tions as  to  hospital  costs  than  were  the  original  estimates,  which  were 
prepared  in  1965  at  the  time  that  the  system  was  established.  At  that 
time,  the  sharp  increases  that  have  occurred  in  such  costs  in  1966-  67 
were  not  generally  predicted  by  experts  in  the  field.  The  current 
assumptions  are  based  on  the  testimony  of  several  experts,  as  will 
be  discussed  subsequently. 

These  cost  estimates  also  contain  revised  assumptions  as  to  the 
initial  level  of  earnings  in  1966  and  as  to  future  interest-rate  trends. 
These  assumptions  are  the  same  as  those  used  in  the  revised  cost  esti- 
mates for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system, 
described  elsewhere  in  this  report.  Also,  the  new  cost  estimates  for 
hospital  insurance  are  based  on  the  revised  long-range  estimates  of 
beneficiaries  aged  65  and  over  under  the  old  age,  survivors,  and  disa- 
bility insurance  program.  The  latter  show  somewhat  fewer  aged  bene- 
ficiaries relative  to  the  covered  population  with  respect  to  whom 
contributions  are  payable;  accordingly,  the  cost  of  the  hospital  insur- 
ance system  is  reduced  on  account  of  this  factor  (although  only  partly 
offsetting  the  effect  of  hospital-cost  trend  assumptions). 

The  new  cost  estimates  contain  the  assumption  that,  in  the  inter- 
mediate-cost estimate,  administrative  expenses  will  be  3K  percent  of 
the  benefit  payments,  which  is  the  anticipated  experience  in  1967-68 
(as  against  the  assumption  of  3  percent  in  the  original  estimates). 
The  administrative  expenses  for  the  low-cost  and  high-cost  estimates 
are  assumed  to  be  the  same  proportion  as  in  the  intermediate-cost 
estimate. 

The  new  cost  estimates  also  take  into  account  the  small  additional 
cost  arising  from  the  reimbursement  bases  for  hospitals  and  extended 
care  facilities  that  are  now  in  effect,  which  are  somewhat  higher  than 
was  assumed  in  the  original  cost  estimates. 

The  cost  estimates  presented  here  are  developed  on  the  same  bases 
as  those  that  were  used  in  the  committee  report  for  the  bill  that  was 
approved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  (H.  Rept.  544),  with  one 
exception.  At  the  hearings  before  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  on 
August  24,  1967,  in  answer  to  a  question  put  by  Senator  Williams  of 
Delaware,  it  was  brought  out  that  the  original  estimate  for  the 
extended  care  facility  benefit — $25  to  $50  million  for  calendar  1967 — 
was  low  since  actual  experience  indicated  that  the  figure  would 
probably  be  of  the  magnitude  of  $250  to  $300  million  a  year  (Hearings, 
page  371). 
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Unlike  the  cost  estimate  presented  in  the  House  report,  the  esti- 
mates in  this  report  reflect  the  new  cost  assumptions  based  on  the 
actual  experience.  The  increased  cost  so  included  is  about  $250  million 
in  1967  for  insured  persons,  and  increasing  amounts  in  later  years. 
There  would  also  be  a  proportionate  increased  cost  for  the  unin- 
sured. More  details  on  this  change  in  actuarial  cost  assumption  are 
given  in  appendix  C. 

C.  FINANCING  POLICY 

(1)  Financing  basis 

The  contribution  schedule  contained  in  the  1967  amendments,  with 
an  earnings  base  of  $7,800  in  1968  and  after,  is  as  follows,  as  com- 
pared with  that  of  previous  law  (with  an  earnings  base  of  $6,600): 

[In  percent) 


Combined  employer-employee  rate  Self-employed  rate 

Calendar  year     

Previous  law      1967  amendments      Previous  law       1367  amendments 


1967. ._   1.0  1.0  0.50  0.50 

1968    1.0  1.2  .50  .60 

1969-72___   1.0  1.2  .50  .60 

1973-75..   1.1  1.3  .55  .65 

1976-79    1.2  1.4  .SO  .70 

1980-86    1.4  1.6  .70  .80 

1987  and  after   1.6  1.8  .80  .90 


The  combined  employer-employee  rate  under  the  1967  amendments 
is  0.2  percent  higher  in  1968  and  after  than  under  previous  law. 
These  increases,  along  with  the  additional  income  from  the  higher 
earnings  base,  would  adequately  finance  the  increased  cost  of  the  pro- 
gram that  results  from  the  higher  hospitalization-cost  assumptions 
used  in  the  current  estimates,  as  compared  with  those  used  when  the 
program  was  initiated  in  1965. 

The  hospital  insurance  program  is  completely  separate  from  the 
old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  in  several  ways, 
although  the  earnings  base  is  the  same  under  both  programs.  First, 
the  schedules  of  tax  rates  for  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insur- 
ance and  for  hospital  insurance  are  in  separate  subsections  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  (unlike  the  situation  for  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  as  compared  with  disability  insurance,  where  there  is  a 
single  tax  rate  for  both  programs,  but  an  allocation  thereof  into  two 
portions).  Second,  the  hospital  insurance  program  has  a  separate 
trust  fund  (as  is  also  the  case  for  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  and 
for  disability  insurance)  and,  in  addition,  has  a  separate  Board  of 
Trustees  from  that  of  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
system.  Third,  income  tax  withholding  statements  (forms  W-2)  show 
the  proportion  of  the  total  contribution  for  old-age,  survivors,  and 
disability  insurance  and  for  hospital  insurance  that  is  with  respect  to 
the  latter.  Fourth,  the  hospital  insurance  program  covers  railroad 
employees  directly  in  the  same  manner  as  other  covered  workers, 
and  their  benefit  payments  are  paid  directly  from  this  trust  fund 
(rather  than  directly  or  indirectly  through  the  railroad  retirement 
system) ,  whereas  these  employees  are  not  covered  by  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  (except  indirectly  through  the  financial  inter- 
change provisions).  Fifth,  the  financing  basis  for  the  hospital  insur- 
ance system  is  determined  under  a  different  approach  than  that  used 
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for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system,  reflecting 
the  different  natures  of  the  two  programs  (by  assuming  rising  earnings 
levels  and  rising  hospitalization  costs  in  future  years  instead  of  level- 
earnings  assumptions  and  by  making  the  estimates  for  a  25-year 
period  rather  than  a  75-year  one). 

{2)  Self-supporting  nature  of  system 

Just  as  has  always  been  the  case  in  connection  with  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system,  the  Congress  has  very 
carefully  considered  the  various  cost  aspects  of  the  hospital  insur- 
ance system  and  proposed  changes  therein.  In  the  same  manner,  the 
Congress  believes  that  this  program  should  be  completely  self- 
supporting  from  the  contributions  of  covered  individuals  and  em- 
ployers (the  transitional  uninsured  group  covered  by  this  program 
have  their  benefits,  and  the  resulting  administrative  expenses,  com- 
pletely financed  from  general  revenues).  Accordingly,  the  Congress 
very  strongly  believes  that  the  tax  schedule  in  the  law  should  make  the 
hospital  insurance  system  self-supporting  over  the  long  range  as 
nearly  as  can  be  foreseen,  and  thus  actuarially  sound. 

(8)  Actuarial  soundness  of  system 

The  concept  of  actuarial  soundness  as  it  applies  to  the  hospital 
insurance  system  is  somewhat  similar  to  that  concept  as  it  applies  to 
the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  (see  discussion 
of  this  topic  in  another  section),  but  there  are  important  differences. 

One  major  difference  in  this  concept  as  it  applies  between  the  two 
different  system.s  is  the  greater  difficulty  in  making  forecast  assump- 
tions for  a  service  benefit  than  for  a  cash  benefit.  Although  there  is 
reasonable  likelihood  that  the  number  of  beneficiaries  aged  65  and  over 
will  tend  to  increase  over  the  next  75  years  Avhen  measured  relative  to 
covered  population  (so  that  a  period  of  this  length  is  both  necessary 
and  desirable  for  studying  the  cost  of  the  cash  benefits  under  the  old- 
age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  program),  it  is  far  more  dif- 
ficult to  make  reasonable  assumptions  as  to  the  long-range  trends  of 
medical  care  costs  and  practices.  For  this  reason,  cost  estimates  for  the 
hospital  insurance  program  have  been  projected  for  only  25  years  into 
the  future,  rather  than  75  years  as  in  the  cost  estimates  for  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system. 

In  a  new  program  such  as  hospital  insurance,  it  seems  desirable 
that  the  program  should  be  completely  in  actuarial  balance.  In  order  to 
accomplish  this  result,  the  contribution  schedule  has  been  revised 
to  meet  this  requirement,  according  to  the  underlying  cost  estimates. 

A  description  of  the  basic  assumptions  that  are  made  in  connection 
with  the  cost  estimates  for  the  hospital  insurance  system  is  given  in 
appendix  C. 

D.   RESULTS  OF  COST  ESTIMATES 

(1)  Level-costs  of  hospital  and  related  benefits 

Table  13  shows  the  level  cost  of  the  hospital  and  related  benefits 
under  the  1967  amendments  as  a  percentage  of  taxable  payroll  de- 
termined as  of  January  1,  1966,  using  an  interest  of  3%  percent. 
These  figures  are  based  on  the  assumptions  that  the  earnings  base 
will  not  change  in  the  future  and  that  both  hospitalization  costs  and 
general  earnings  will  continue  to  rise  during  the  entire  25-year  period 
considered  in  the  cost  estimates.  Also  shown  in  table  13  are  the  level- 
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equivalents  of  the  contribution  schedules  and  the  net  actuarial  balances 
of  the  system. 


TABLE  13.— LEVEL-COST  ANALYSIS  FOR  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND,  INTERMEDIATE-COST  ESTIMATE 


Bill 

Level-cost  of 

Level-equivalent 

Actuarial  balance 

benefits  1 

of  contributions 

Previous  law,  original  estimate  

  1.23 

1.23 

0.  00 

Previous  law,  revised  estimate   

  1. 54 

1.23 

-.31 

1967  amendments  

  1. 38 

1.41 

+.03 

1  Including  administrative  expenses. 


The  estimated  level-cost  of  the  benefit  payments  and  administrative 
expenses  in  the  low-cost  estimate  for  the  1967  amendments  is  1.27 
percent  of  taxable  payroll,  -while  the  corresponding  figure  for  the 
high-cost  estimate  is  1.76  percent.  In  each  instance,  the  level-equiva- 
lent of  the  contribution  schedule  is  1.41  percent  of  taxable  payroll. 

It  should  be  recognized  that  the  vast  majority  of  the  level-cost  of 
the  benefit  payments  relates  to  inpatient  hospital  benefits.  Most  of 
the  remaining  cost  is  attributable  to  extended  care  facility  benefits, 
with  home  health  service  benefits  representing  only  a  small  portion. 
Currently,  inpatient  hospital  benefits  account  for  about  90  percent  of 
total  benefit  outgo.  In  later  years,  it  seems  quite  possible  that  there 
will  be  much  greater  use  of  posthospital  extended  care  services  and 
posthospital  home  health  services  (particularly  the  former),  thus 
tending  to  reduce  the  use  of  hospitals  and,  therefore,  the  cost  of  the 
inpatient  hospital  benefits. 

The  estimated  level-cost  of  the  system  is  reduced  by  0.01  percent  of 
taxable  payroll  as  a  result  of  transferring  the  outpatient  diagnostic 
benefits  to  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  system.  The  other 
changes  in  the  benefit  provisions  of  this  program  would  not  have  any 
significant  effect  on  the  long-range  costs.  The  cost  of  providing  further 
days  of  hospital  benefits  beyond  90  days  in  a  spell  of  illness — as  is  done 
by  the  "lifetime  reserve"  of  60  days — is  relatively  small.  Table  14 
summarizes  these  changes  in  the  cost  of  the  program  and  also  gives 
data  as  to  the  value  of  the  contribution  schedule  and  the  resulting 
actuarial  balance. 

TABLE  14— CHANGES  IN  ACTUARIAL  BALANCE  OF  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  SYSTEM,  EXPRESSED  IN  TERMS  OF 
LEVEL-COST  AS  PERCENT  OF  TAXABLE  PAYROLL,  BY  TYPE  OF  CHANGE,  INTERMEDIATE-COST  ESTIMATE, 
PREVIOUS  LAW  AND  1967  AMENDMENTS,  BASED  ON  3.75  PERCENT  INTEREST 

[In  percent] 


Item  Level-cost 


Actuarial  balance  of  present  system__  _    -  —0.31 

Increase  in  taxable  earnings  base_     +.  15 

Revised  contribution  schedule      +.  18 

Transfer  of  outpatient  diagnostic  benefits  to  SMI..     +.01 

Further  hospital  benefits  beyond  90  days     (') 

Total  effect  of  changes  in  1967  amendments        +.  34 

Actuarial  balance  under  1967  amendments     +.03 


i  Less  than  0.005  percent. 
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As  indicated  previously,  one  of  the  most  important  assumptions  in 
the  cost  estimates  presented  herein  is  that  the  earnings  base  is  as- 
sumed to  remain  unchanged,  even  though  for  the  remainder  of  the 
period  considered  (up  to  1990)  the  general  earnings  level  is  assumed 
to  rise  at  a  rate  of  3  percent  annually.  If  the  earnings  base  does  rise  in 
the  future  to  keep  up  to  date  with  the  general  earnings  level,  then  the 
contribution  rates  required  would  be  lower  than  those  scheduled  in  the 
1967  amendments.  In  fact,  if  this  were  to  occur,  the  steps  in  the 
contribution  schedule  beyond  the  combined  employer-employee  rate 
of  1 .2  percent  would  not  be  needed  if  all  other  assumptions  in  the 
intermediate-cost  estimate  are  realized. 

The  cost  for  the  persons  who  are  blanketed  in  for  the  hospital  and 
related  benefits  is  met  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  (with 
the  financial  transactions  involved  passing  through  the  hospital  in- 
surance trust  fund).  The  costs  so  involved,  along  with  the  financial 
transactions,  are  not  included  in  the  preceding  cost  analysis  or  in  the 
following  discussions  of  the  progress  of  the  hospital  insurance  trust 
fund.  A  later  portion  of  this  section,  however,  discusses  these  costs 
for  the  blanketed-in  group. 

(2)  Future  operations  of  hospital  insurance  trust  fund 

Table  15  shows  the  estimated  operation  of  the  hospital  insurance 
trust  fund  under  the  intermediate-cost  estimate  and  also  under  the 
low-cost  and  high-cost  estimates. 

Under  the  intermediate-cost  estimate,  the  balance  in  the  trust 
fund  would  grow  steadily  in  the  future,  increasing  from  about  $1.3 
billion  at  the  end  of  1967  to  $3.3  billion  5  years  later;  over  the  long- 
range,  the  trust  fund  would  build  up  steadily,  reaching  $15.7  billion 
in  1990  (representing  the  disbursements  for  1.4  years  at  the  level 
of  that  time). 

Under  the  low-cost  estimate,  the  balance  in  the  trust  fund  grows 
steadily,  reaching  $7.5  billion  in  1975  and  $36.8  billion  in  1990  (at 
which  time  it  represents  the  disbursements  for  3.6  years);  in  actual 
practice,  if  the  low-cost  assumptions  materialize,  it  would  not  be 
necessary  to  increase  the  contribution  rates  after  1975  as  is  done  in  the 
legislation.  Under  the  high-cost  estimate,  which  represents  probably 
the  most  extreme  situation  from  a  high-cost  standpoint  in  regard  to 
hospital  costs,  the  balance  in  the  trust  fund  reaches  a  maximum  of 
$2.4  billion  at  the  end  of  1969,  and  then  it  decreases  until  it  is  ex- 
hausted in  1972.  This  estimate  indicates  that,  despite  very  high 
assumptions  as  to  the  trend  of  hospital  costs,  the  system  would  have 
sufficient  funds  to  maintain  operations  for  at  least  4  years  under 
these  circumstances,  without  changing  the  financing  provisions. 

E.  COST  ESTIMATE  FOR  HOSPITAL  BENEFITS  FOR  NONINSURED  PERSONS 
PAID   FROM  GENERAL  FUNDS 

Hospital  and  related  benefits  are  provided  not  only  for  beneficiaries 
of  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  and  the 
railroad  retirement  system,  but  also  for  almost  all  other  persons  aged 
65  and  over  in  1966  (and  for  many  of  those  attaining  this  age  in  the 
next  few  years)  who  are  not  insured  under  either  of  these  two  social 
insurance  systems.  Such  benefit  protection  is  provided  to  any  person 
aged  65  before  1968  who  is  not  eligible  as  an  old-age,  survivors,  and 
disability  insurance  or  railroad  retirement  beneficiary,  except  for  cer- 
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tain  active  and  retired  Federal  employees  who  have  (or  had  the 
opportunity  of  being-  eligible  for)  similar  protection  under  the  Federal 
Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959  and  except  for  certain  short- 
residence  aliens. 

Under  previous  law,  persons  meeting  such  conditions  who  attain  age 
65  after  1967  must  have  some  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  or  railroad  retirement  coverage  to  qualify — namely,  3 
quarters  of  coverage  (which  can  be  acquired  at  any  time  after  1936) 
for  each  year  elapsing  after  1965  and  before  the  year  of  attainment  of 
age  65  (e.g.,  6  quarters  of  coverage  for  attainment  of  age  65  in  1968, 
9  quarters  for  1969,  etc.)  This  transitional  provision  "washes  out" 
under  previous  law  for  men  attaining  age  65  in  1974  and  for  women 
attaining  age  65  in  1972,  since  the  fully  insured  status  requirement  for 
monthly  benefits  for  such  categories  is  then  no  greater  than  the  special- 
insured  status  requirement. 

TABLE  15.— ESTIMATED  PROGRESS  OF  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND 
|l  n  millions] 


Calendar  year  Contributions         Benefit         Administrative       Interest  on      Balance  in  fund 

payments  expenses  fund1  at  end  of  year 


Actual  data 


1966   __         $1,911  $767  2  $57  $34  $1,121 


Low-cost  estimate 


1967   $2,943  $2,683  $94  $45  $1,332 

1968.. _    3,972  2.981  104  70  2,289 

1969    4,223  3,336  117  109  3,168 

1970    4,391  3,649  128  142  3.924 

1971    4,564  3.932  138  169  4,587 

1972    4,732  4,215  148  191  5,147 

1973....   5,274  4.499  157  215  5,980 

1974.    5,503  4,777  167  242  6,781 

1975  _    5,695  5,055  177  266  7,510 


High-cost  estimate 


1967    $2,943  $2,683  $94  $45  $1,332 

1968   3,972  3,190  112  64  2,066 

1969   4,223  3,795  133  86  2,447 

1970   4,391  4,501  157  85  2,265 

1971   4,564  5,292  185  57  1,409 

1972   4,732  5,960  209  3  (S) 

1973   5,274  6,364  223  (3)  (3) 

1974   5,503  6,762  237  (3)  (3) 

1975   5.695  7.161  251  (3)  (3) 


Intermediate— cost  estimate 


1967   

  $2, 943 

$2,683 

$94 

$45 

$1,332 

1968  

  3,972 

3, 190 

112 

64 

2,066 

1969  

  4,223 

3,636 

127 

90 

2,616 

1970  

  4,391 

3.982 

139 

108 

2.994 

1971    

  4, 564 

4,292 

150 

117 

3.233 

1972.   

  4, 732 

4, 602 

161 

121 

3. 323 

1973.  

  5, 274 

4,912 

172 

125 

3.638 

1974.  

  5, 503 

5,216 

183 

132 

3,874 

1975   

  5, 695 

5,522 

193 

135 

3,989 

1980   

8.087 

6,940 

243 

203 

6.454 

1985  

  9,241 

8, 690 

304 

373 

10.731 

1990....   

  11,627 

10, 843 

380 

553 

15,711 

1  An  interest  rate  of  3.75  percent  is  used  in  determining  the  level-costs,  but  in  developing  the  progress  of  the  trust 
fund  a  varying  rate  in  the  early  years  has  been  used,  ranging  down  from  5  percent  initially  to  4  percent  after  1975. 
-  Including  administrative  expenses  incurred  in  1965. 
3  Fund  exhausted  in  1972. 

Note:  The  transactions  relating  to  the  noninsured  persons,  the  costs  for  whom  is  borne  out  of  the  general  funds  of  the 
Treasury,  are  not  included  in  the  above  figures  The  actual  disbursements  in  1966,  and  the  balance  in  the  trust  fund  by  the 
end  of  the  year,  have  been  adjusted  by  an  estimated  $174,000,000  on  this  account. 
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Under  the  1967  amendments,  these  requirements  for  noninsured 
persons  would  be  liberalized.  Such  persons  attaining  age  65  in  1968 
would  need  only  3  quarters  of  coverage,  1969  attainments  would  need 
only  6  quarters  of  coverage,  etc.  The  "washout"  points  would  be  for 
men  attaining  age  65  in  1975  and  women  attaining  age  65  in  1974. 
This  change  would  make  an  additional  5,000  persons  who  attain  age 
65  in  1968  eligible  for  hospital  benefits. 

The  benefits  for  the  noninsured  group  would  be  paid  from  the  hos- 
pital insurance  trust  fund,  but  with  simultaneous  reimbursement  there- 
for from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  on  a  current  basis,  or  if  not 
simultaneous,  with  appropriate  interest  adjustment. 

The  estimated  cost  to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treaury  for  the  hos- 
pital and  related  benefits  for  the  noninsured  group  (including  the 
applicable  additional  administrative  expenses)  is  as  follows  for  the 
first  7  calendar  years  of  operation  (in  millions) : 


Calendar  year 

Previous  law 

1967  amendments 

1966  '  

  $174 

$174 
439 

1967.  

   439 

1968  

   468 

465 

1969..  

  474 

471 

1970...  

   462 

459 

1971  

   434 

432 

1972  

   405 

403 

1  Data  are  for  last  6  months  of  year  (estimate  based  on  actual  experience). 


The  estimated  cost  to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  decreases  slowly 
after  1969  for  the  closed  group  involved.  Offsetting,  in  large  part,  the 
decline  in  the  number  of  eligibles  blanketed-in  are  the  increasing  hos- 
pital utilization  per  capita  as  the  average  age  of  the  group  rises  and 
the  increasing  hospital  costs  in  future  years.  It  may  be  noted  that  the 
cost  is  estimated  to  be  about  the  same  as  under  previous  law,  because 
the  cost  effect  of  the  changes  made  is  relatively  negligible  (see  the 
previous  discussion) . 

III.  Actuarial  Cost  Estimates  for  Combined  Old-Age,  Survivors, 
Disability,  and  Hospital  Insurance  System  for  1968-72 

This  section  compares  the  benefit  outgo  and  the  contribution 
income  in  1968-72,  under  the  1967  amendments  and  under  previous 
law,  for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  and 
the  hospital  insurance  system  combined.  Such  a  combination  is 
meaningful  since  each  of  these  two  systems  is  financed  by  payroll 
taxes  (unlike  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  system).  The 
hospital  insurance  benefit  outgo  for  noninsured  persons  is  not  included, 
because  it  is  reimbursed  on  a  current  basis  by  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury. 
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The  pertinent  data  are  as  follows: 

[In  billions! 


Contribution 

Excess  of 

Basis 

income 

Benefit  outgo 

contributions 

over  benefits 

Calendar  year  1967:  Estimated  actual  experience  

$28.5 

$24.2 

$4.3 

Calendar  year  1968: 

Previous  law  

29.6 

25.5 

4.1 

1967  amendments 

31.0 

28.3 

2.7 

Calendar  year  1969: 

Previous  law  

33.7 

26.9 

6.8 

1967  amendments 

35.2 

30.4 

4.8 

Calendar  year  1970: 

Previous  law       _  _ 

35.2 

28.2 

7.0 

1967  amendments 

36.8 

31.8 

5.0 

Calendar  year  1971 : 

Previous  law  . 

36.2 

29.4 

6.8 

1967  amendments 

40.8 

33.3 

7.5 

Calendar  year  1972: 

Previous  law   

37.2 

30.8 

6.4 

1967  amendments 

42.5 

34.7 

7.8 

IV.  Actuarial  Cost  Estimates  for  the  Supplementary 
Medical  Insurance  System 

a.  introduction 

This  portion  of  the  report  presents  the  actuarial  cost  estimates  for 
the  voluntary  supplementary  medical  insurance  program  as  it  would 
be  modified  by  the  1967  amendments.  From  a  cost  standpoint,  the 
only  significant  changes  that  were  made  were  as  follows: 

(1)  The  transfer  of  the  outpatient  diagnostic  benefits  from  the 
hospital  insurance  program  to  this  program  (except  for  the  pro- 
fessional component  thereof,  which  has  always  been  included 
in  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program). 

(2)  Making  the  deductible  and  coinsurance  provisions  inappli- 
cable to  the  professional  component  of  pathology  and  radiology 
services  furnished  to  inpatients  in  hospitals. 

(3)  Extending  the  coverage  of  physical  therapy  benefits  fur- 
nished outside  of  hospitals. 

B.   SUMMARY  OF  ACTUARIAL  COST  ESTIMATES 

The  1967  amendments  expand  somewhat  the  protection  provided 
by  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program.  The  increase  in 
cost  for  these  changes,  effective  after  March  1968,  will  be  recognized 
by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  in  his  determi- 
nation of  the  standard  premium  rate  for  the  period  after  March  1968. 
The  new  rate  will  be  for  April  1968  through  June  1969,  which  will  be 
promulgated  before  January  1,  1968,  along  with  a  statement  of  the 
actuarial  assumptions  and  bases  underlying  the  determined  premium 
rate. 

C.  FINANCING  POLICY 

(1)  Self-supporting  nature  of  system 

Coverage  under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program  can 
be  voluntarily  elected,  on  an  individual  basis,  by  virtually  all  persons 
aged  65  and  over  in  the  United  States.  This  program  is  intended  to 
be  completely  self-supporting  from  the  premiums  of  enrolled  individ- 
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uals  and  from  the  equal-matching  contributions  from  the  general  fund 
of  the  Treasury.  For  the  initial  period,  July  1966  through  March 
1968,  the  premium  rate  is  established  at  $3  per  month,  so  that  the 
total  income  of  the  system  per  participant  per  month  is  $6.  Persons 
who  do  not  elect  to  come  into  the  system  at  as  early  a  time  as  possible 
w  ill  generally  have  to  pay  a  somewhat  higher  premium  rate  (10  per- 
cent higher  for  each  full  year's  delay).  The  standard  monthly  premium 
rate  can  be  adjusted  for  periods  after  March  1968  so  as  to  reflect  the 
expected  experience,  including  an  allowance  for  a  margin  for  con- 
tingencies. All  financial  operations  for  this  program  are  handled 
through  a  separate  fund,  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  trust 
fund. 

Under  the  1967  amendments,  the  standard  premium  rate  (for 
persons  enrolling  in  the  earliest  possible  enrollment  period)  is  generally 
to  be  determined  annually  on  a  permanent  basis — namely,  for  April 
1968  through  June  1969  and  then  for  12-month  periods  beginning 
with  July  1969  and  each  July  thereafter.  Thus,  the  premium  periods 
will  not  correspond  with  the  benefit  periods,  which  are  on  a  calendar- 
year  basis.  This  will  make  the  actuarial  analysis  underlying  the 
promulgation  of  the  premium  rates  more  difficult.  It  will  probably  be 
necessary  first  to  compute  the  estimated  premium  rates  on  calendar- 
year  bases  and  then  to  prorate  them  for  the  applicable  premium  period. 
For  example,  under  this  procedure,  the  premium  rate  to  be  determined 
for  the  period  July  1969  through  June  1970  would  be  the  average  of  the 
premium  rates  estimated  to  be  suitable  for  calendar  years  1969  and 
1970  (if  the  premium  period  had  been  on  that  calendar-year  basis). 

The  previous  law  provided  for  the  establishment  of  an  advance 
appropriation  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  to  serve  as 
an  initial  contingency  reserve,  in  an  amount  equal  to  $18  (or  6 
months'  per  capita  contributions  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treas- 
ury) times  the  number  of  individuals  who  were  estimated  to  be  eligible 
for  participation  in  July  1966.  This  amount,  which  is  approximately 
8345  million  (of  which  $100  million  has  actually  been  appropriated), 
has  not  actually  been  transferred  to  the  trust  fund  and  will  not  be 
transferred  unless,  and  until,  some  of  it  would  be  needed.  This  con- 
tingency amount  is  available  only  during  the  first  18  months  of 
operations  (July  1966  through  December  1967),  and  any  amounts 
actually  transferred  to  the  trust  fund  would  be  subject  to  repayment 
to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  (without  interest). 

Under  the  1967  amendments,  the  availability  of  the  contingency 
reserve  would  be  extended  for  2  years,  through  December  1969.  It 
is  anticipated  that  none  of  the  authorized  and  appropriated  funds  will 
be  needed,  but  the  Congress  believes  that  it  is  desirable  to  take  this 
action  so  that  the  premium  rate  to  be  established  for  periods  after 
March  1968  can  be  set  at  an  intermediate  level,  rather  than  at  a 
level  that  is  certain  to  be  adequate  even  if  experience  follows  the  high 
estimates.  It  may  be  noted  that  it  has  not  yet  been  possible  to  make  a 
full  analysis,  on  an  accrual  basis,  of  the  actual  experience  for  the  first 
year  of  operation  (July  1966  through  June  1967),  so  as  to  determine 
whether  and  to  what  extent  a  contingency  reserve  has  been  built  up. 
In  the  event  that  the  operations  in  the  21-month  period  when  the  initial 
$3  premium  rate  is  effective  show  a  deficit  on  an  accrual  basis,  the 
Congress  stated  its  belief  that  this  should  be  made  up  from  the 
inclusion  of  a  small  amount  in  the  premium  rates  in  the  next  few 
years.  It  should  be  observed  that  the  system  may  well  have  a  con- 
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siderable  trust-fund  balance  on  a  cash  basis — due  to  the  lag  in  pre- 
senting and  adjudicating  claims — even  though  it  may  have  a  deficit 
on  an  accrual  basis. 

The  Congress  stated  its  belief  that  there  should  be  no  need  for 
any  further  extension  of  this  contingency-reserve  provision  after 
1969.  By  then,  either  sufficient  contingency  funds  should  be  built 
up  by  the  existing  financing  provisions,  or  else  this  will  be  able  to  be 
accomplished  from  the  future  premium  rates  being  set  at  a  proper 
level,  based  on  adequate  experience  which  will  be  available  by  that 
time. 

(2)  Actuarial  soundness  of  system 

The  concept  of  actuarial  soundness  for  the  supplementary  medical 
insurance  system  is  somewhat  different  than  that  for  the  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system  and  for  the  hospital  insurance 
system.  In  essence,  the  first-mentioned  system  is  on  a  "current  cost" 
financing  basis,  rather  than  on  a  "long-range  cost"  financing  basis.  The 
situations  are  essentially  different  because  the  financial  support  of  the 
supplementary  medical  insurance  system  comes  from  a  premium  rate 
that  is  subject  to  change  from  time  to  time,  in  accordance  with  the 
experience  actually  developing  and  with  the  experience  anticipated  in 
the  near  future.  The  actuarial  soundness  of  the  supplementary  medical 
insurance  program,  therefore,  depends  only  upon  the  "short-term" 
premium  rates  being  adequate  to  meet,  on  an  accrual  basis,  the  benefit 
payments  and  administrative  expenses  over  the  period  for  which  they 
are  established  (including  the  accumulation  and  maintenance  of  a 
contingency  fund). 

D.  ACTUAL   EXPERIENCE  IN  1966-67 

The  actual  experience  of  the  supplementary  medical  insurance 
trust  fund  during  calendar  year  1966  and  its  estimated  experience 
during  calendar  year  1967  (based  on  actual  data  for  most  of  the  year) 
are  as  follows  (in  millions) : 


Calendar  year 

Item   

1966  1  1967 


Premiums  from  participants  

$322 

$636 

Government  contributions   

 128-- 

-'937 

Benefit  payments    

1,217 

Administrative  expenses  

374 

118 

Interest  on  fund   

2 

22 

Balance  in  fund  at  end  of  year  

122 

382 

1  Program  operative  (insofar  as  premium  collection  and  benefit  payments) 
only  after  June  1966. 

-  Includes  matching  payments  for  1965.  Based  on  actual  data  for  period  up 
through  June  1967,  and  thereafter  on  assumption  that  premiums  paid  by  partici- 
pants are  matched, 
s  Includes  small  amount  of  administrative  expenses  incurred  in  1965. 
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It  should  be  recognized  that  the  experience  as  to  benefit  payments 
lias  been  significantly  affected  by  lags  in  the  presentation  of  claims 
by  beneficiaries  and  in  the  adjudication  and  processing  of  claims.  In 
all  months  after  April  1967  benefit  payments  have  been  about  $100 
million  or  more,  so  that  in  each  month  of  this  period  the  total  of 
benefit  payments  and  administrative  expenses  has  exceeded  the  normal 
income  from  premiums  and  Government  contributions  (about  $105 
million  monthly).  The  trust  fund  had  a  maximum  size  of  $570  million 
at  the  end  of  March  1967  and  decreased  thereafter  to  $402  million  at 
the  end  of  September  1967  and  is  estimated  to  be  about  $380  million 
at  the  end  of  the  year. 

E.   RESULTS  OF    COST  ESTIMATES 

The  1967  amendments  make  a  number  of  changes  in  the  benefit 
provisions  of  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program,  some  of 
which  expand  the  scope  of  the  program,  whereas  several  limit  it 
slightly.  The  only  changes  which  have  a  significant  cost  effect  are  as 
follows,  along  with  the  cost  per  participant  per  month  relative  to  the 
current  $6  monthly  premium  rate  (for  the  participant  and  the 


Government  combined) : 

Item  Cos 

Nonprofessional  component  of  outpatient  diagnostic  services   SO.  12 

Elimination  of  cost-sharing  for  inpatient  pathology  and  radiology   .  20 

Extending  coverage  of  physical-therapy  services  benefits   .  05 


Total   .  37 


The  cost  of  covering  certain  limited  services  furnished  by  podiatrists 
would  be  A"ery  small. 

The  total  cost  of  $0.37  per  month  per  capita  relative  to  the  current 
premium  rate  will  probably  be  increased  to  about  $0.46  when  the 
likely  increase  in  the  standard  premium  rate  for  the  period  after 
March  1968  is  taken  into  account.  This  total  cost  of  $0.46  per  month 
per  capita  is  equivalent  to  an  annual  cost  of  $100  million  with  respect 
to  IS  million  participants  (half  of  which  cost  comes  from  the  general 
fund  of  the  Treasury). 


APPENDIX  A 


Basic  Assumption's  for  Cost  Estimates  for  Old-Age, 
Survivors,  and  Disability  Insurance  System 

(1)  General  basis  for  long-range  cost  estimates 

Benefit  disbursements  may  be  expected  to  increase  continuously 
for  at  least  the  next  50  to  70  years  because  of  such  factors  as  the  aging 
of  the  population  of  the  country  and  the  slow  but  steady  growth  of 
the  benefit  roll.  Similar  factors  are  inherent  in  any  retirement  pro- 
gram, public  or  private,  that  has  been  in  operation  for  a  relatively 
short  period.  Estimates  of  the  future  cost  of  the  old-age,  survivors 
and  disability  insurance  program  are  affected  by  many  elements  that 
are  difficult  to  determine.  Accordingly,  the  assumptions  used  in  the 
actuarial  cost  estimates  may  differ  widely  and  yet  be  reasonable. 

The  long-range  cost  estimates  (shown  for  1975  and  thereafter)  are 
developed  on  a  range  basis  so  as  to  indicate  the  plausible  variation  in 
future  costs  depending  upon  the  actual  trends  developing  for  the 
various  cost  factors.  Both  the  low-  and  high-cost  estimates  are  based 
on  assumptions  that  are  intended  to  represent  close  to  full  employ- 
ment, with  average  annual  earnings  at  about  the  level  prevailing  in 
1966.  The  use  of  1966  average  earnings  results  in  conservatism  in 
the  estimate  since  the  trend  is  expected  to  be  an  increase  in  average 
earnings  in  future  years  (as  will  be  discussed  subsequently  in  item  5). 
In  1966  the  aggregate  amount  of  earnings  taxable  under  the  program 
was  $314  billion.  Of  course,  for  future  years  the  total  taxable  earnings 
are  estimated  to  be  larger  because  of  the  higher  earnings  base  and 
are  estimated  to  increase,  because  there  will  be  larger  numbers  of 
covered  workers.  Intermediate  estimates  developed  directly  from  the 
low-  and  high-cost  estimates  (by  averaging  their  components)  are 
shown  so  as  to  indicate  the  basis  for  the  financing  provisions. 

The  cost  estimates  are  extended  beyond  the  year  2000,  since  the 
aged  population  itself  cannot  mature  by  then.  The  reason  for  this  is 
that  the  number  of  births  in  the  1930's  was  very  low  as  compared  with 
both  prior  and  subsequent  experience.  As  a  result,  there  will  be  a  dip 
in  the  relative  proportion  of  the  aged  from  1995  to  about  2015,  which 
would  tend  to  result  in  low  benefit  costs  for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and 
disability  insurance  system  during  that  period.  For  this  reason  the 
year  2000  is  by  no  means  a  typical  ultimate  year  insofar  as  costs  are 
concerned. 

(2)  Measurement  of  costs  in  relation  to  taxable  payroll 

In  general,  the  costs  are  shown  as  percentages  of  taxable  payroll. 
This  is  the  best  measure  of  the  financial  cost  of  the  program.  Dollar 
figures  taken  alone  are  misleading.  For  example,  a  higher  earnings 
level  will  increase  not  only  the  outgo  of  the  system  but  also,  and  to 
a  greater  extent,  its  income.  The  result  is  that  the  cost  relative  to 
payroll  will  decrease.  As  an  illustration  of  the  foregoing  points,  con- 
sider an  individual  who  has  covered  earnings  at  a  rate  of  $300  per 
month.  Under  the  1967  amendments,  this  individual  has  a  primary 
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insurance  amount  of  $127.10.  If  his  earnings  rate  should  be  50  percent 
higher  (i.e.,  $450),  his  primary  insurance  amount  would  be  $165.  Under 
these  conditions,  the  contributions  payable  with  respect  to  his  earn- 
ings would  increase  by  50  percent,  but  his  benefit  rate  would  increase 
by  only  30  percent.  Or,  to  put  it  another  way,  when  his  earnings  rate 
was  $300  per  month,  his  primary  insurance  amount  represented  42.4 
percent  of  his  earnings,  whereas,  when  his  earnings  increased  to  $450 
per  month,  his  primary  insurance  amount  relative  to  his  earnings 
decreased  to  36.7  percent. 

(8)  General  basis  for  short-range  cost  estimates 

The  short-range  cost  estimates  (shown  for  the  individual  years  1967- 
72)  are  not  presented  on  a  range  basis  since — assuming  a  continuation 
of  present  economic  conditions — it  is  believed  that  the  demographic 
factors  involved  (such  as  mortality,  fertilit}T,  retirement  rates,  and  so 
forth)  can  be  reasonably  closely  forecast,  so  that  only  a  single  estimate 
is  necessary.  A  gradual  rise  in  the  earnings  level  in  the  future  (about  3 
percent  per  year),  somewhat  below  that  which  has  occurred  in  the  past 
few  years,  is  assumed.  As  a  result  of  this  assumption,  contribution 
income  is  somewhat  higher  than  if  level  earnings  were  assumed,  while 
benefit  outgo  is  only  slightly  affected. 

The  cost  estimates  have  been  prepared  on  the  basis  of  the  same  as- 
sumptions and  methodology  as  those  contained  in  the  1967  Annual 
Report  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  (H.  Doc.  No.  65,  90th  Cong.). 

(4)  Level-cost  concept 

An  important  measure  of  long-range  cost  is  the  level-equivalent 
contribution  rate  required  to  support  the  system  for  the  next  75  years 
(including  not  only  meeting  the  benefit  costs  and  administrative  ex- 
penses, but  also  the  maintenance  of  a  reasonable  contingency  fund 
during  the  period,  which  at  the  end  of  the  period  amounts  to  1  year's 
disbursements),  based  on  discounting  at  interest.  If  such  a  level  rate 
were  adopted,  relatively  large  accumulations  in  the  old-age  and  sur- 
vivors insurance  trust  fund  would  result,  and  in  consequence  there 
would  be  sizable  eventual  income  from  interest.  Even  though  such  a 
method  of  financing  is  not  followed,  this  concept  may  be  used  as  a 
convenient  measure  of  long-range  costs.  This  is  a  valuable  cost  con- 
cept, especially  in  comparing  various  possible  alternative  plans  and 
provisions,  since  it  takes  into  account  the  heavy  deferred  benefit  costs. 

(5)  Future  earnings  assumptions 

The  long-range  estimates  for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  program  are  based  on  level-earnings  assumptions,  under 
which  earnings  levels  of  covered  workers  by  age  and  sex  will  continue 
over  the  next  75  years  at  the  levels  experienced  in  1966.  This,  however, 
does  not  mean  that  covered  payrolls  are  assumed  to  be  the  same  each 
year;  rather,  they  will  rise  steadily  as  the  covered  population  at  the 
w  orking  ages  is  estimated  to  increase.  If  in  the  future  the  earnings 
level  should  be  considerably  above  that  which  now  prevails,  and  if  the 
benefits  are  adjusted  upward  so  that  the  annual  costs  relative  to 
payroll  will  remain  the  same  as  now  estimated  for  the  present  system, 
then  the  increased  dollar  outgo  resulting  will  offset  the  increased 
dollar  income.  This  is  an  important  reason  for  considering  costs 
relative  to  payroll  rather  than  in  dollars. 

The  long-range  cost  estimates  have  not  taken  into  acco\mt  the  pos- 
sibility of  a  rise  in  earnings  levels,  although  such  a  rise  has  character- 
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ized  the  past  history  of  this  country.  If  such  an  assumption  were  used 
in  the  cost  estimates,  along  with  the  unlikely  assumption  that  the 
benefits,  nevertheless,  would  not  be  changed,  the  cost  relative  to 
payroll  would,  of  course,  be  lower. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  possibility  that  a  rise  in  earnings 
levels  will  produce  lower  costs  of  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  program  in  relation  to  payroll  is  a  very  important  safety 
factor  in  the  financial  operations  of  this  system.  The  financing  of  the 
system  is  based  essentially  on  the  intermediate-cost  estimate,  along 
with  the  assumption  of  level  earnings.  If  experience  follows  the  high- 
cost  assumptions,  additional  financing  will  be  necessary.  However,  if 
covered  earnings  increase  in  the  future  as  in  the  past,  the  resulting  re- 
duction in  the  cost  of  the  program  (expressed  as  a  percentage  of  taxable 
payroll)  will  more  than  offset  the  higher  cost  arising  under  experience 
following  the  high-cost  estimate.  If  the  latter  condition  prevails,  the 
reduction  in  the  relative  cost  of  the  program  coming  from  rising  earn- 
ings levels  can  be  used  to  maintain  the  actuarial  soundness  of  the  sys- 
tem, and  any  remaining  savings  can  be  used  to  adjust  benefits  upward 
(to  a  lesser  degree  than  the  increase  in  the  earnings  level).  However, 
the  possibility  of  future  increases  in  earnings  levels  should  be  con- 
sidered only  as  a  safety  factor  and  not  as  a  justification  for  adjusting 
benefits  upward  in  anticipation  of  such  increases. 

If  benefits  are  adjusted  currently  to  keep  pace  fully  with  rising  earn- 
ings as  they  occur,  the  year-by-year  costs  as  a  percentage  of  payroll 
would  be  unaffected.  If  benefits  are  increased  in  this  manner,  the 
level-cost  of  the  program  would  be  higher  than  now  estimated,  since 
under  such  circumstances,  the  relative  importance  of  the  interest 
receipts  of  the  trust  funds  would  gradually  diminish  with  the  passage 
of  time.  If  earnings  and  benefit  levels  do  consistently  rise,  thorough 
consideration  will  need  to  be  given  to  the  financing  basis  of  the  system 
because  then  the  interest  receipts  of  the  trust  funds  will  not  meet  as 
large  a  proportion  of  the  benefit  costs  as  would  be  anticipated  if  the 
earnings  level  had  not  risen. 

APPENDIX  B 

Actuarial  Balance  of  Old-Age,  Survivors,  and  Disability 
Insurance  Program  in  Past  Years 

(1)  Status  after  enactment  of  1952  act 

The  actuarial  balance  under  the  1952  act 1  was  estimated,  at  the 
time  of  enactment,  to  be  virtually  the  same  as  in  the  estimates  made 
at  the  time  the  1950  act  was  enacted,  as  shown  in  table  A.  This  was 
the  case,  because  the  estimates  for  the  1952  act  took  into  consider- 
ation the  rise  in  earnings  levels  in  the  3  years  preceding  the  enact- 
ment of  that  act.  This  factor  virtually  offset  the  increased  cost  due 
to  the  benefit  liberalizations  made.  New  cost  estimates  made  2  years 
after  the  enactment  of  the  1952  act  indicated  that  the  level-cost  (i.e., 
the  average  long-range  cost,  based  on  discounting  at  interest,  relative 
to  taxable  payroll)  of  the  benefit  disbursements  and  administrative 
expenses  was  somewhat  more  than  0.5  percent  of  payroll  higher  than 
the  level  equivalent  of  the  scheduled  taxes  (including  allowance  for 
interest  on  the  existing  trust  fund). 


1  The  term  "l'J52  act"  (and  similar  terms)  is  used  to  designate  the  system  as  it  existed  after  the  enactment 
of  the  amendments  of  that  year. 
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TABLE  A— ACTUARIAL  BALANCE  OF  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  PROGRAM  UNDER 
VARIOUS  ACTS  FOR  VARIOUS  ESTIMATES,  INTERMEDIATE-COST  BASIS 

[Percent] 

Level-equivalent 1 

Legislation  Date  of  estimate 


Benefit  costs 2      Contributions  Actuarial 
balance  1 


Old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance4 


1935  act   

1939  act..  

1939  act  (as  amended  in  the  1940's)  s 

1950  act.  

1950  act  

1952  act... 
1952  act... 

1954  act..  

1954  act.  

1956  act.  

1956  act  

1958  act  

1958  act.. 

1960  act..  

1961  act  

1961  act    

1961  act  (perpetuity  basis)  

1961  act  (75-year  basis). 
1965  act  

1965  act   __ 

1967  amendments  


1956  act   . 

1956  act  

1958  act..  

1958  act..  

1960  act  

1961  act.. 

1961  act...  

1961  act  (oerpetuity  basis) 
1961  act (75-year  basis).... 
1965  act... 

1965  act   

1967  amendments  


1956  act   

1956  act...  

1958  act.  

1958  act  

1960  act   

1961  act   

1961  act  

1961  act  (p-rpetuity  basis). 
1961  act  (75-year  basis) 

1965  act   

1965  act  

1967  amendments  


1935 

5.36 

5.  36 

0.  00 

1939 

5.  22 

5.  30 

+.08 

1950 

4.45 

3.98 

-.47 

1950 

6.20 

6. 10 

-.  10 

1952 

5.49 

5.90 

+.41 

1952 

6.00 

5. 90 

-.10 

1954 

6.62 

6.05 

-.  57 

1954 

7.50 

7.12 

-.38 

1956 

7.45 

7.29 

-.16 

1956 

7.85 

7.72 

-.13 

1958 

8.25 

7.83 

-.42 

1958 

8.  7C 

8.  52 

-.24 

I960 

8.  73 

8.68 

-.05 

1960 

8.  98 

8  68 

-.30 

1961 

9.35 

9.05 

-.30 

1963 

9.33 

9.  02 

-.31 

1964 

9.  36 

9. 12 

-.24 

1964 

9.09 

9. 10 

+.0! 

1965 

9.  49 

9.  42 

-.07 

1966 

8.  76 

9.  50 

+.74 

1967 

9. 72 

9. 73 

+.01 

Old-age  and  survivors  insurance  4 

1956 

7. 43 

7.23 

-0.20 

1958 

7.90 

7.33 

-.57 

1958 

8.  27 

8.  02 

-.25 

1960 

8.  38 

8. 18 

-.20 

1950 

8.42 

8.18 

-.24 

1961 

8.  79 

8.  55 

-.24 

1963 

8. 69 

8.  52 

-  17 

1964 

8.  72 

8.  62 

-.  10 

1964 

8.  46 

8. 60 

+.14 

1965 

8.  82 

8.  72 

-.10 

1956 

7.91 

8.  80 

+  89 

1967 

8.  77 

8.78 

+.  01 

Disability  insurance ' 

1956 

0.  42 

0.  49 

+0.  07 

1958 

.35 

.50 

+.15 

1958 

.49 

.50 

+.01 

1960 

.35 

.50 

+.15 

1960 

.56 

.50 

-.06 

1961 

.56 

.50 

-.06 

1963 

.64 

.50 

-.14 

1964 

.64 

.50 

-.14 

1964 

.63 

.50 

-.13 

1965 

.67 

.70 

+.03 

1966 

.85 

.70 

-.15 

1967 

.95 

.95 

.00 

1  Expressed  ?s  a  percentage  of  effective  taxable  payroll,  including  adjustment  to  reflect  the  lower  contribution  rate 
on  self-employment  income  and  on  tips,  as  compared  with  the  combined  employer-employee  rate.  Estimates  prepared 
before  1964  are  on  a  perpetuity  basis,  while  those  prepared  after  1964  are  on  a  75-year  basis.  The  estimates  prepared  in 
1964  are  on  both  bases. 

-  Including  adjustments  (a)  to  reflect  the  lower  contribution  rate  on  self-employment  income  and  on  tips,  as  compared 
with  the  combined  employer-employee  rate,  (b)  for  the  interest  earnings  on  the  existing  trust  fund,  (c)  for  administrative 
expense  costs,  and  (d)  for  the  net  cost  of  the  financial  interchange  with  the  railroad  retirement  system. 

:;  A  negative  figure  indicates  the  extent  of  lack  of  actuarial  balance.  A  positive  figure  indicates  more  than  sufficient 
financing,  according  to  the  particular  estimate. 

1  The  disability  insurance  program  was  inaugurated  in  the  1956  act  so  that  all  figures  for  previous  legislation  are  for  the 
old-age  and  survivors  insurance  program  only. 

5  The  major  changes  being  in  the  revision  of  the  contribution  schedule;  as  of  the  beginning  of  1950,  the  ultimate  com- 
bined employer-employee  rate  scheduled  was  only  4  percent. 


(2)  Status  after  enactment  of  1954  act 

Under  the  1954  act,  the  increase  in  the  contribution  schedule  met  all 
the  additional  cost  of  the  benefit  changes  and  at  the  same  time  reduced 
substantially  the  actuarial  insufficiency  that  the  then  current  estimates 
had  indicated  in  regard  to  the  financing  of  the  1952  act. 
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(3)  Status  after  enactment  of  1956  act 

The  estimates  for  the  1954  act  were  revised  in  1956  to  take  into 
account  the  rise  in  the  earnings  level  that  had  occurred  since  1951-52, 
the  period  that  had  been  used  for  the  earnings  assumptions  for  the 
estimates  made  in  1954.  Taking  this  factor  into  account  reduced  the 
lack  of  actuarial  balance  under  the  1954  act  to  the  point  where,  for 
all  practical  purposes,  it  was  nonexistent.  The  benefit  changes  made 
by  the  1956  amendments  were  fully  financed  by  the  increased  con- 
tribution income  provided.  Accordingly,  the  actuarial  balance  of  the 
system  was  unaffected. 

Following  the  enactment  of  the  1956  legislation,  new  cost  estimates 
were  made  to  take  into  account  the  developing  experience;  also,  certain 
modified  assumptions  were  made  as  to  anticipated  future  trends.  In 
1956-57,  there  were  very  considerable  numbers  of  retirements  from 
among  the  groups  newly  covered  by  the  1954  and  1956  amendments,  so 
that  benefit  expenditures  ran  considerably  higher  than  had  previously 
been  estimated.  Moreover,  the  analyzed  experience  for  the  recent  years 
of  operation  indicated  that  retirement  rates  had  risen  or,  in  other 
words,  that  the  average  retirement  age  had  dropped  significantly. 
The  cost  estimates  made  in  early  1958  indicated  that  the  program  was 
out  of  actuarial  balance  by  somewhat  more  than  0.4  percent  of  payroll. 

(4)  Status  after  enactment  of  1958  act 

The  1958  amendments  recognized  this  situation  and  provided  addi- 
tional financing  for  the  program — both  to  reduce  the  lack  of  actuarial 
balance  and  also  to  finance  certain  benefit  liberalizations  made.  In 
fact,  one  of  the  stated  purposes  of  the  legislation  was  "to  improve  the 
actuarial  status  of  the  trust  funds."  This  was  accomplished  by  in- 
troducing an  immediate  increase  (in  1959)  in  the  combined  employer- 
employee  contribution  rate,  amounting  to  0.5  percent,  and  by  advanc- 
ing the  subsequently  scheduled  increases  so  that  they  would  occur  at 
3-year  intervals  (beginning  in  1960)  instead  of  at  5-year  intervals. 

The  revised  cost  estimates  made  in  1958  for  the  disability  insurance 
program  contained  certain  modified  assumptions  that  recognized  the 
emerging  experience  under  the  new  program.  As  a  result,  the  moderate 
actuarial  surplus  originally  estimated  was  increased  somewhat,  and 
most  of  this  was  used  in  the  1958  amendments  to  finance  certain 
benefit  liberalizations,  such  as  inclusion  of  supplemental  benefits 
for  certain  dependents  and  modification  of  the  insured  status  re- 
quirements. 

(5)  Status  after  enactment  of  1960  act 

At  the  beginning  of  1960,  the  cost  estimates  for  the  old-age  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system  were  reexamined  and  were 
modified  in  certain  respects.  The  earnings  assumption  had  previously 
been  based  on  the  1956  level,  and  this  was  changed  to  reflect  the 
1959  level.  Also,  data  first  became  available  on  the  detailed  opera- 
tions of  the  disability  provisions  for  1956,  which  was  the  first  full 
year  of  operation  that  did  not  involve  picking  up  "backlog"  cases. 
It  was  found  that  the  number  of  per  ons  who  met  the  insured  status 
conditions  to  be  eligible  for  these  benefits  had  been  significantly  over 
estimated.  It  was  also  found  that  the  disability  incidence  experience 
for  eligible  women  was  considerably  lower  than  had  been  originally 
estimated,  although  the  experience  for  men  was  very  close  to  the 
intermediate  estimate.  Accordingly,  revised  assumptions  were  made 
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in  regard  to  the  disability  insurance  portion  of  the  proram.  As  a 
result,  the  changes  made  by  the  1960  amendments  could,  according 
to  the  revised  estimates,  be  made  without  modifying  the  financing- 
provisions. 

(6)  Status  after  enactment  of  1961  act 

The  changes  made  by  the  1961  amendments  involved  an  increased 
cost  that  was  fully  met  by  the  changes  in  the  financing  provisions 
(namely,  an  increase  in  the  combined  employer-employee  contri- 
bution rate  of  0.25  percent,  a  corresponding  change  in  the  rate  for  the 
self-employed,  and  an  advance  in  the  year  when  the  ultimate  rates 
would  be  effective — from  1969  to  1968).  As  a  result,  the  actuarial 
balance  of  the  program  remained  unchanged. 

Subsequent  to  1961,  the  cost  estimates  were  further  reexamined  in 
the  light  of  developing  experience.  The  earnings  assumption  was 
changed  to  reflect  the  1963  level,  and  the  interest-rate  assumption 
used  was  modified  upward  to  reflect  recent  experience.  At  the  same 
time,  the  retirement  rate  assumptions  were  increased  somewhat  to 
reflect  the  experience  in  respect  to  this  factor.  The  further  developing 
disability  experience  indicated  that  costs  for  this  portion  of  the 
program  were  significantly  higher  than  previously  estimated  (because 
benefits  were  not  being  terminated  by  death  or  recovery  as  rapidly  as 
had  been  originally  assumed).  Accordingly,  the  actuarial  balance  of 
the  disability  insurance  program  was  shown  to  be  in  an  unsatisfactory 
position,  and  this  had  been  recognized  by  the  Board  of  Trustees,  who 
recommended  that  the  allocation  to  this  trust  fund  should  be  increased 
(while,  at  the  same  time,  correspondingly  decreasing  the  allocation  to 
the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund,  which  under  the  law  in 
effect  at  that  time  Avas  estimated  to  be  in  satisfactory/  actuarial  balance 
even  after  such  a  reallocation) . 

(7)  Status  after  enactment  of  1-965  act 

The  changes  made  by  the  1965  amendments  involved  an  increased 
cost  that  was  closely  met  by  the  changes  in  their  financing  provisions 
(namely,  an  increase  in  the  contribution  schedule,  particularly  in  the 
later  years,  and  an  increase  in  the  earnings  base) .  The  actuarial  balance 
of  the  program  remained  virtually  unchanged. 

In  1966,  the  cost  estimates  for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  system  were  completely  revised,  based  on  the  availability  of 
new  data  since  the  last  complete  revision  was  made  in  1963.  The  new 
estimates  showed  significantly  lower  costs  for  the  old-age  and  sur- 
vivors insurance  portion  of  the  system,  but  higher  costs  for  the  dis- 
ability insurance  portion.  The  factors  leading  to  lower  costs  were  as 
follows:  (1)  1966  earnings  levels,  instead  of  1963  ones;  (2)  an  interest 
rate  of  3%  percent  for  the  intermediate-cost  estimate,  instead  of  Z){ 
percent;  (3)  an  assumption  of  greater  future  participation  of  women 
in  the  labor  force  (resulting  in  reduction  in  cost  of  the  program  because 
of  the  "antidu plication  of  benefits"  provision  as  between  women's 
primary  benefits  and  wife's  or  widow's  benefits) ;  (4)  an  assumption 
of  less' improvement  in  future  mortality  than  had  previously  been 
assumed;  and  (5)  an  assumption  that,  despite  a  significant  decline 
in  future  fertility  rates,  such  decline  would  not  occur  as  rapidly  as  had 
been  assumed  previously. 

The  cost  of  the  disability  insurance  system  was  estimated  to  be 
significantly  higher,  as  a  result  of  increasing  the  disability  prevalence 
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rates.  This  change  was  necessary  to  reflect  the  substantially  larger 
number  of  disability  beneficiaries  coming  on  the  roll  with  respect  to 
disabilities  occurring  in  1964  and  after,  which  experience  had  not  been 
available  in  1965  when  the  cost  estimates  for  the  legislation  of  that 
year  were  considered. 

For  more  details  on  these  revised  cost  estimates  for  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system,  see  Actuarial  Study  No.  63 
of  the  Social  Security  Administration,  Department  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare,  January  1967. 

APPENDIX  C 

Hospitalization  Data  axd  Assumptions  for  Cost  Estimates 
for  Hospital  Insurance  System 

(1)  Past  increases  in  hospital  costs  and  in  earnings 

Table  B  presents  a  summary  comparison  of  the  annual  increases  in 
hospital  costs  and  the  corresponding  increases  in  wages  that  have 
occurred  since  1954  and  up  through  1966. 

The  annual  increases  in  earnings  are  based  on  those  in  covered 
employment  under  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
system  as  indicated  by  first-quarter  taxable  wages,  which  by  and 
large  are  not  affected  by  the  maximum  taxable  earnings  base.  The 
data  on  increases  in  hospital  costs  are  based  on  a  series  of  average 
daily  expense  per  patient  day  (including  not  only  room  and  board 
but  also  other  inpatient  charges  and  other  expenditures  of  hospitals) 
prepared  by  the  American  Hospital  Association. 

TABLE  B. — COMPARISON  OF  ANNUAL  INCREASE  IN  HOSPITAL  COSTS  AND  IN  EARNINGS 
|ln  percent] 

Increase  over  previous  year 

Year  Average  wages  Average  daily 

in  covered  hospitalization 
employment1  costs- 


1955   _  

  3.8 

6.3 

1956    

  5.7 

4.5 

1957  

   5.5 

7.7 

1958  

 ._    3.3 

8.6 

1959....   

   3.3 

6.8 

1960  

  ._  4.3 

6.8 

1961    

  3. 1 

8.5 

1962   

  4. 2 

5.3 

1963    

   2.4 

5.6 

Average  for  1954-63  K  _  

   4.0 

6.7 

1964  

  3.1 

6.9 

1965  

  1.6 

7.0 

1966  

   4.4 

8.3 

1  Data  are  for  calendar  years  (based  on  experience  in  first  quarter  of  year). 

-  Data  are  for  fiscal  years  ending  in  September  of  year  shown.  When  the  data  are  adjusted  on  a  calendar-year  basis, 
the  increase  from  1965  to  1966  was  determined  to  be  1!.0  pjrcent. 
3  Rate  of  increase  compounded  annually  that  is  equivalent  to  total  relative  increase  from  1954  to  1963. 

The  annual  increases  in  earnings  fluctuated  somewhat  over  the 
10-year  period  up  through  1963,  although  there  were  not  very  large 
deviations  from  the  average  annual  rate  of  4  percent;  no  upward  or 
downward  trend  over  the  period  is  discernible.  The  annual  increases 
in  hospital  costs  likewise  fluctuated  from  year  to  year  during  this 
period,  around  the  average  annual  rate  of  6.7  percent. 
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During  the  period  1954-63,  hospital  costs  increased  at  a  faster  rate 
than  earnings.  The  differential  between  these  two  rates  of  increase 
fluctuated  widely,  being  as  high  as  somewhat  more  than  5  percent  in 
some  years  and  as  low  as  a  negative  differential  of  about  1  percent  in 
1956  (with  the  next  lowest  differential  being  a  positive  one  of  about  1 
percent  in  1962).  Over  the  entire  10-year  period,  the  differential  of 
the  average  annual  rate  of  increase  in  hospital  costs  over  the  average 
annual  rate  of  increase  in  earnings  was  2.7  percent. 

In  1964-66,  the  increases  in  hospital  costs  as  compared  to  the  in- 
crease in  wages  resulted  in  differentials  that  are  in  excess  of  the  2.7 
percent  applicable  in  1954-63.  The  1967  experience  to  date  shows  a 
slightly  higher  rate  of  increase  in  hospital  costs  than  did  1966. 

In  the  future,  earnings  are  estimated  to  increase  at  a  rate  of  about 
3  percent  per  year.  It  is  much  more  difficult  to  predict  what  the  cor- 
responding increase  in  hospital  costs  will  be. 

(2)  Effect  on  cost  estimates  of  rising  hospital  costs 

A  major  consideration  in  making  cost  estimates  for  hospital  benefits, 
then,  is  how  long  and  to  what  extent  the  tendency  of  hospital  costs  to 
rise  more  rapidly  than  the  general  earnings  level  will  continue  in  the 
future,  and  whether  or  not  it  may,  in  the  long  run,  be  counterbalanced 
by  a  trend  in  the  opposite  direction.  Some  factors  to  consider  are  the 
relatively  low  wages  of  hospital  employees  (which  have  been  rapidly 
"catching  up"  with  the  general  level  of  wages  and  obviously  may  be 
expected  to  "catch  up"  completely  at  some  future  date,  rather  than 
to  increase  indefinitely  at  a  more  rapid  rate  than  wages  generally)  and 
the  development  of  new  medical  techniques  and  procedures,  with 
resultant  increased  expense. 

In  connection  with  this  factor,  there  are  possible  counterbalancing 
factors.  The  higher  costs  involved  for  more  refined  and  extensive 
treatments  may  be  offset  by  the  development  of  out-of-hospital 
facilities,  shorter  durations  of  hospitalization,  and  less  expense  for 
subsequent  curative  treatments  as  a  result  of  preventive  measures. 
Also,  it  is  possible  that  at  some  time  in  the  future,  the  productivity 
of  hospital  personnel  will  increase  significantly  as  the  result  of  changes 
in  the  organization  of  hospital  services  or  for  other  reasons,  so  that, 
as  in  other  fields  of  economic  activity,  the  general  wage  level  might 
increase  more  rapidly  than  hospitalization  prices  in  the  long  run. 

Perhaps  the  major  consideration  in  making  actuarial  cost  estimates 
for  hospital  benefits  is  that — unlike  the  situation  in  regard  to  cost 
estimates  for  the  monthly  cash  benefits,  where  the  result  is  the  oppo- 
site— an  unfavorable  cost  result  is  shown  when  total  earnings  levels 
rise,  unless  the  provisions  of  the  system,  are  kept  up  to  date  ('insofar 
as  the  maximum,  taxable  earnings  base  is  concerned).  The  reason  for 
this  result  is  that  hospital  costs  rise  at  least  at  the  same  rate  over  the 
long  run  as  the  total  earnings  level,  whereas  the  contribution  income 
rises  less  rapidly  than  the  total  earnings  level,  unless  the  earnings  base 
is  kept  up  to  date. 

For  these  reasons,  the  cost  estimates  are  based  on  the  assumption 
that  both  hospital  costs  and  wages  will  increase  in  the  future  for  the 
entire  25-year  period  considered,  Avhile  at  the  same  time  the  earnings 
base  will  not  change.  The  fact  that  the  cost-sharing  provisions  (the 
initial  hospital  deductible  and  coinsurance  features)  are  on  a  dynamic 
basis,  which  automatically  varies  after  1968  in  accordance  with 
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changes  in  hospital  costs,  results  in  lower  estimated  costs  than  if 
these  provisions  were  on  a  static,  unchanging  basis. 

(3)  Assumptions  as  to  relative  trends  of  hospital  costs  and  earnings 
underlying  cost  estimates 
As  indicated  previously,  the  financing  basis  of  the  hospital  insurance 
program  should  be  developed  on  a  conservative  basis.  For  the  reasons 
brought  out,  the  cost  estimates  should  not  be  developed  on  a  level- 
earnings  basis,  but  rather  they  should  assume  dynamic  conditions 
as  to  both  earnings  levels  and  hospitalization  costs.  Accordingly, 
it  seems  appropriate  to  make  cost  projections  for  only  25  years  in 
the  future  and  to  develop  the  financing  necessary  for  only  this  period 
(but  with  a  resulting  trust  fund  balance  at  the  end  of  the  period 
equal  to  about  1  year's  disbursements).  Although  the  trend  of  bene- 
ficiaries aged  65  and  over  relative  to  the  working  population  will 
undoubtedly  move  in  an  upward  direction  after  25  years  from  now, 
it  seems  impossible  to  predict  what  the  trend  of  medical  costs  and  of 
hospital-utilization  and  medical-practice  experience  Avill  be  in  the 
distant  future. 

Several  estimates  of  the  short-term  future  trend  of  hospital  costs 
have  been  made  by  experts  in  this  field.  All  of  these  are  well  above  the 
rate  of  5.7  percent  per  year  until  1970  that  was  assumed  in  the  initial 
cost  estimates  for  the  program  made  when  it  was  enacted  in  1965.  The 
American  Hospital  Association  has  estimated  an  annual  rate  of  in- 
crease of  as  much  as  15  percent  for  the  next  3  to  5  years.  The  Blue 
Cross  Association  has  made  a  corresponding  estimate  of  9  percent  per 
year  in  the  period  up  to  1970. 

Three  sets  of  assumptions  as  to  the  short-term  trend  of  hospital 
costs  have  been  made  for  the  cost  estimates  presented  here.  These  are 
shown  in  table  C.  In  each  case,  the  annual  rates  of  increase  are  as- 
sumed to  merge  with  those  used  in  the  initial  cost  estimates  for  the 
program  for  1971  for  the  low-cost  and  intermediate-cost  assumptions 
and  1973  for  the  high-cost  assumptions — namely,  increases  slightly 
above  the  increases  in  the  earnings  level  from  these  dates  until  about 
1975,  and  then  the  same  increases.  The  low-cost  set  of  assumptions 
yields  about  the  same  result  as  the  Blue  Cross  prediction,  while  the 
high-cost  set  corresponds  to  the  highest  American  Hospital  Associa- 
tion prediction.  The  intermediate-cost  set  is  used  to  develop  the 
financing  provisions  of  the  legislation. 

TABLE  C. — ASSUMPTIONS  AS  TO  FUTURE  RATES  OF  INCREASE  IN  HOSPITAL  COSTS 

[I  n  percent] 


Calendar  year  Low-cost  Intermediate-cost  High-cost 


1967      12.0  15.0  15.0 

1968   10.0  15.0  15.0 

1969...    8.0  10.0  15.0 

1970...    6.0  6.0  15.0 

1971....      5.2  5.2  15.0 

1972     4.6  4.6  10.0 

1973    4.1  4.1  4.1 

1974....   3.6  3.6  3.6 

1975  and  after     3.0  3.0  3.0 
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(4)  Assumptions  as  to  hospital  utilization  rates  underlying  cost  estimates 
The  hospital  utilization  assumptions  for  the  cost  estimates  in  this 

report  are  founded  on  the  hypothesis  that  current  practices  in  this 
field  will  not  change  relatively  more  in  the  future  than  past  experience 
has  indicated.  In  other  words,  no  account  is  taken  of  the  possibility 
that  there  will  be  a  drastic  change  in  philosophy  as  to  the  best  med- 
ical practices,  so  as,  for  example,  to  utilize  in-hospital  care  to  a  much 
greater  extent  than  is  now  the  case. 

The  hospital  utilization  rates  used  for  the  cost  estimates  are  the 
same  as  those  used  in  the  initial  cost  estimates  for  the  program. 
Analysis  of  the  actual  experience  for  the  first  6  months  of  operation 
(the  last  half  of  1966)  seems  to  indicate  that  it  is  close  to  the  original 
assumptions,  although  somewhat  higher. 

(5)  Assumptions  as  to  hospital  per  diem  rates  underlying  cost  estimates 
The  average  daily  cost  of  hospitalization  that  is  used  in  these  cost 

estimates  is  computed  on  the  same  basis  as  the  corresponding  figures 
in  the  initial  cost  estimates  that  were  prepared  when  the  legislation 
was  enacted  in  1965.  Specifically,  an  average  of  about  $38.50  per  day 
was  used  for  the  reimbursement  principles  under  previous  law  for  1966 
and  was  projected  for  future  years  in  the  manner  described  previously. 
Analysis  of  the  experience  for  1966,  for  which  complete  data  are  not 
yet  available,  indicates  that  this  assumption  was  close  to  what  actually 
occurred,  although  possibly  somewhat  higher. 

(6)  Assumptions  as  to  extended  care  facility  benefits  underlying  cost 

estimates 

The  limited  experience  that  is  available  to  date  in  regard  to  the  ex- 
tended care  facility  benefits  indicates  that  their  cost  will  be  consider- 
ably in  excess  of  the  initial  estimates.  It  now  appears  that  these  benefits 
will  amount  to  about  $250  to  $300  million  in  the  first  year  of  operation 
(calendar  year  1967)  as  against  the  estimate  of  $25  to  $59  million.  The 
apparent  major  reason  for  this  difference  is  the  much  larger  number 
of  facilities  that  qualified  than  had  been  expected  according  to  the 
estimate.  It  should  also  be  recognized  that  the  original  estimate  was 
made  on  the  basis  of  relatively  little  data,  since  this  type  of  benefit 
had  not  been  widely  provided  previously. 

Accordingly,  the  cost  estimates  have  been  modified  by  increasing 
the  estimated  benefit  outgo  in  1967,  as  presented  in  previous  cost  esti- 
mates, by  $250  million  with  respect  to  insured  persons  (and  a  pro- 
portionate amount  for  noninsured  persons).  This  figure  is  increased 
each  future  year  up  through  1975  by  the  assumed  increases  in  hos- 
pitalization costs.  After  1975,  the  same  assumption  as  to  hospitaliza- 
tion-cost  increases  is  continued,  but  the  resulting  figure  is  gradually 
scaled  down  until  it  is  taken  as  zero  for  1990  (since  the  estimate  for 
that  year  already  includes  the  ultimate  costs  for  extended  care  facility 
benefits).  Appropriate  corresponding  assumptions  are  made  for  the 
noninsured  group,  taking  into  account  its  decreasing  size  (as  well  as 
its  greater  relative  use  of  the  exteuded  care  facility  benefits). 
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APPENDIX  D 

Mathematical  Analysis  of  Benefit  Formula 

This  appendix  presents  a  mathematical  analysis  of  the  new  benefit 
formula  provided  by  the  1967  amendments.  Included  within  the  scope 
of  this  term  are  the  basis  of  the  primary  insurance  amounts  (the  sum 
payable  to  the  insured  worker  who  retires  at  or  after  age  65  or  for 
disability,  which  is  also  the  base  from  which  all  other  types  of  benefits 
are  computed)  and  the  basis  of  the  maximum  family  benefit  amounts. 
Also  discussed  will  be  the  potential  effective  times  for  the  maximum 
primary  insurance  amount  and  the  maximum  wife's  benefit. 

(1)  Formula  for  primary  insurance  amount 

Under  the  1965  act,  the  formula  for  computing;  the  primary  insur- 
ance amount  (PIA)  from  the  average  monthly  wage  (AMW)  is  as 
follows: 

(a)  62.97%  of  the  first  $110  of  AMW,  plus 
(6)  22.90%  of  the  next  $290  of  AMW,  plus 
(c)  21.40%  of  the  next  $150  of  AMW. 

The  result  is  subject  to  a  minimum  of  $44  (for  AMW's  of  $67  or 
less).  Further,  for  AMW's  of  $68  to  $84,  the  PIA  amounts  shown  in 
the  benefit  table  in  the  law  are  slightly  higher  than  what  the  benefit 
formula  produces  (because  of  certain  adjustments  that  Avere  necessary 
in  previous  amendments).  In  all  other  instances,  the  result  of  using 
the  benefit  formula  closely  approximates  the  amounts  in  the  benefit 
table  in  the  law. 

Under  the  1967  amendments,  the  underlying  intent  is  to  move  away 
from  the  three-part  formula  toward  a  two-part  formula.  Thus,  the 
intent  is  that,  for  the  maximum  AMW,  the  second  percentage  factor 
should  apply  to  the  excess  of  this  AMW  over  the  $110  breaking  point, 
where  the  second  factor  first  applies.  It  is  not  possible,  however,  to 
achieve  this  result  merely  by  eliminating  in  the  formula  the  third  step 
(or  part  of  it)  because,  by  doing  so,  then  the  uniform  general  benefit 
increase  provided  in  the  1967  amendments  would,  in  fact,  not  produce 
the  same  relative  benefit  increase  for  all  AMW's,  but  rather  the  in- 
crease would  be  larger  for  AMW's  in  the  third  step  ($400  to  $550).  As 
a  residt,  the  use  of  four  percentage  factors  is  required. 

The  benefit  formula  under  the  1967  amendments  is,  as  a  result  of 
this  approach,  as  follows: 

(a)  71.16%  of  the  first  $110  of  AMW,  plus 

(b)  25.88%  of  the  next  $290  of  AMW,  plus 

(c)  24.18%  of  the  next  $150  of  AMW,  plus 
((/)  28.43%  of  the  next  $100  of  AMW. 

The  result  is  subject  to  a  minimum  of  $55  (for  AMW's  of  $74  or  less). 
The  first  three  percentage  factors  are  merely  113  percent  of  the  factors 
in  the  1965  act  formula  (rounded  to  the  nearest  0.01  percent).  The 
fourth  factor  has  been  determined  so  that  for  the  case  of  the  maximum 
AMW,  the  result  of  applying  the  third  and  fourth  factors  to  the  excess 
over  $400  (i.e.  $650  — $400  =  $250)  is  the  same  as  applying-  the  second 
factor  to  such  $250  of  AMW.  Specifically,  24.18%,  of  $1*50  plus  28.43% 
of  $100  equals  25.88%  of  $250. 


37 


(2)  Formula  for  computing  maximum  family  benefit 

The  maximum  family  benefit  (MFB)  under  the  1965  act  is  deter- 
mined as  follows: 

(a)  For  AMW's  equal  to  or  less  than  two-thirds  of  the  maximum 
AMW— 80%  of  AMW. 

(b)  For  AMW's  in  excess  of  two-thirds  of  the  maximum  AMW — 
80%  of  the  first  two-thirds  of  the  maximum  AMW,  plus  40%  of  the 
remainder  of  the  AMW  over  such  two-thirds. 

In  any  event,  the  MFB  is  not  to  be  less  than  \  x/2  times  the  particular 
PIA.  (The  reference  to  AMW  means,  not  the  actual  AMW  of  the 
individual,  but  the  AMW  at  the  top  of  the  range  of  AMW's  which 
produces  the  individual's  PIA.)  It  may  be  noted  that  the  result  of 
this  basis  for  the  MFB  is  to  produce  an  MFB  for  the  maximum- 
AMW  case  equal  to  two-thirds  of  AMW  (subject  to  a  rounding 
variation) . 

The  MFB  under  the  1967  amendments  is  determined  under  the 
same  basis.  Specifically,  the  80%  factor  applies  to  AMW's  up  to  and 
including  $436  (which  is  the  upper  limit  of  the  range  of  AMW's 
within  which  exactly  two-thirds  of  the  maximum  AMW  of  $650  falls). 
The  maximum  MFB  ($434.40)  is  66.8  percent  of  the  maximum  AMW. 

(S)  Time  when  maximum,  primary  insurance  is  possible 

The  AMW  is  generally  computed  over  the  period  after  1950  (or 
year  of  attainment  of  age  21,  if  later)  and  before  the  year  of  attain- 
ment of  age  65  for  men  (age  62  for  women),  the  year  of  death,  or  the 
year  of  disability  (whichever  occurs  first),  but  with  a  dropout  of  the 
lowest  5  years.  Accordingly,  many  persons  will  have  their  AMW 
computed  over  years  when  the  earnings  base  was  less  than  the  $7,800 
base  in  the  1967  amendments.  For  example,  a  man  retiring  at  age  65 
at  the  beginning  of  1980  who  has  had  maximum  covered  earnings  in 
all  years  after  1950  would  have  an  AMW  of  $531  (as  compared  with 
the  $650  maximum).  Not  until  the  year  2006  could  such  a  man  have 
an  AMW  of  $650. 

In  retirement  cases,  it  is  possible,  however,  for  a  person  to  have  the 
$650  maximum  AMW  as  early  as  1973,  because  of  the  provision  that 
years  of  high  earnings  after  age  65  for  men  (age  62  for  women)  can  be 
used  to  substitute  for  low  prior  years.  A  man  who  is  age  77  or  over 
at  the  beginning  of  1973  (or  a  woman  then  age  74  or  over)  and  who 
has  had  covered  earnings  at  the  maximum  in  1968-72  has  then  an 
AMW  of  $650. 

In  death  and  disability  cases  involving  young  workers,  the  $650 
maximum  AMW  is  possible  in  1970  (after  2  years  of  coverage  at  the 
$7,800  maximum).  This  is  so  in  the  case  of  death  or  disability  at  age 
29  or  under. 

(4)  Effect  of  maximum  wife's  benefit 

The  1967  amendments  introduce  for  the  first  time,  a  special  maxi- 
mum on  the  wife's  benefit — namely,  $105  per  month.  This  has  effect 
only  for  PIA's  of  $211  or  more  (up  to  the  maximum  PIA  of  $218), 
and  such  PIA's  are  based  on  AMW's  of  $624  or  more. 

As  demonstrated  in  the  preceding  section,  in  only  rare  cases  will 
AMW's  of  this  magnitude  occur  for  retirement  cases  in  the  near  future. 
However,  it  will  be  readily  possible  for  the  maxhnum-wife's-benefit 
provision  to  operate  in  disability  cases  in  1970.  For  example,  if  a  man 
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now  aged  23  has  covered  earnings  of  $7,800  in  both  1968  and  1969  and 
becomes  disabled  then,  his  AMW  for  benefits  in  1970  will  be  $650.  If 
he  has  a  wife  and  one  child,  the  family  benefit  will  be  $432  per  month — 
$218  as  his  primary  benefit,  $109  as  the  child's  benefit,  and  $105  as 
the  wife's  benefit  (reduced  from  $109  by  the  maximum-benefit  pro- 
vision). 
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increase  in  old-age.  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
benefits 

79  Stat.  361.  Sec.  101.  (a)  Section  215(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
42  use  415.        by  striking  out  the  table  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

•'TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM 
FAMILY  BENEFITS 


"I 

^Primary  insurance  benefit 
under  1939  Act,  as  modi- 
fied) 

II 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount 
under  1965 
Act) 

III 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

rv 

(Primary  in- 
surance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum  family 
benefits) 

If  an  individual's  primary 
insurance  benefit  (as  de- 
termined  under  subsec. 
Id))  is- 

Or  his 
primary 
insurance 
amount 
(as  deter- 
mined 
under 
subsec. 
(c))  is- 

Or  his  average  monthly 
wage    (as  determined 
under  subsec.  (b))  is — 

The  amount 
referred  to  in 
the  preceding 
paragraphs 
of  this  sub- 
section shall 
be— 

And  the  maximum 
amount  of  bene- 
fits payable  (as 
provided  in  sec. 
203(a))  on  the 
basis  of  his  wages 
and  self-employ- 
ment income 
shall  be — 

At  least— 

But  not 
more  than— 

At  least— 

But  not 
more  than— 

$15.60 

$48.00 

$74 

$55.00 

$82.50 

or  less 

<1S.  61 

16.20 

49.00 

$75 

76 

55.  40 

83. 10 

16.  21 

16.84 

50.00 

77 

78 

56.50 

84.80 

16.85 

17.60 

51.00 

79 

80 

57. 70 

86.60 

17.61 

18.40 

52.00 

81 

81 

58.80 

88.20 

18.  41 

19.24 

53.00 

82 

83 

59.90 

89.90 

19.25 

20.00 

54.00 

84 

85 

61. 10 

91.70 

20.01 

20.64 

55.00 

86 

87 

62.20 

93.30 

20.65 

21.28 

56.00 

88 

89 

63.30 

95.00 

21.29 

21.88 

57.00 

90 

90 

64.50 

96.80 

21.89 

22.28 

58.00 

91 

92 

65.60 

98.40 

22.29 

22.68 

59.00 

93 

94 

66.  70 

100.10 

22.69 

23.08 

60.00 

95 

96 

67.80 

101. 70 

23.09 

23.44 

61.00 

97 

97 

69.00 

103.50 

23.45 

23.76 

62.10 

98 

99 

70.20 

105.30 

23.77 

24.20 

63.20 

100 

101 

71.50 

107.30 

24.  21 

24.60 

64.20 

102 

102 

72.60 

108.90 

24.  61 

25.00 

65.30 

103 

104 

73.80 

110. 70 

25.01 

25.48 

66.40 

105 

106 

75.10 

112.  70 

25.49 

25.92 

67.50 

107 

107 

76.30 

114.50 

25.93 

26.40 

68.50 

108 

109 

77.50 

116.30 

26.41 

26.94 

69.60 

110 

113 

78.70 

118.10 

26.95 

27.46 

70.70 

114 

118 

79.90 

119.90 

27.47 

28.00 

71.70 

119 

122 

81.10 

121. 70 

28.01 

28.68 

72.80 

123 

127 

8Z30 

123.50 
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"TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM" 
FAMILY  BENEFITS— Continued 


"I 

(Primary  insurance  benefit 
under  1939  Act,  as  modi- 
fied) 

II 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount 
under  1965 
Act) 

III 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

IV 

(Primary  in- 
surance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum  family 
benefits) 

If  an  individual's  primary 
insurance  benefit  (as  de- 
termined  under  subsec. 
(d))  is- 

Or  his 
primary 
insurance 
amount 
(as  deter- 
mined 
under 
subsec. 
(c))  is— 

Or  his  average  monthly 
wage    (as  determined 
under  subsec.  (b))  is — 

The  amount 
referred  to  in 
tbe  preceding 
paragraphs 
of  this  sub- 
section shall 
be — 

And  the  maximum 
amount  of  bene- 
fits payable  (as 
provided  In  sec. 
203(a))  on  the 
basis  of  his  wages 
and  self-employ- 
ment income 
shall  be — 

At  least— 

But  not 
more  than— 

At  least — 

But  not 
more  than — 

$28. 69 

$29.25 

$73.90 

$128 

$132 

$83. 60 

$125.40 

29.26 

29.68 

74.90 

133 

136 

84. 70 

127. 10 

29.69 

30.36 

76. 00 

137 

141 

86.90 

128.90 

30.37 

30.92 

77. 10 

142 

146 

87. 20 

130.80 

30.93 

31.36 

78.20 

147 

150 

88.40 

132.60 

31.37 

32.00 

79.20 

151 

155 

89.  50 

134.30 

32.01 

32.60 

80.  30 

156 

160 

90.80 

136.20 

32.61 

33.20 

81.  40 

161 

164 

92.00 

138.00 

33.21 

33.88 

82.40 

165 

169 

93.20 

139.80 

33.89 

34.50 

83.50 

170 

174 

94.40 

141.60 

34.  51 

35.00 

84.  60 

175 

178 

95.  60 

143.40 

35. 01 

35.80 

85.  60 

179 

183 

96.80 

146.40 

35.81 

36.40 

86  70 

184 

188 

98.00 

150.40 

36.41 

37.08 

87.  80 

189 

193 

99.  30 

154.40 

37.09 

37.60 

88.90 

194 

197 

100.  50 

157.60 

37.61 

38.20 

89.90 

198 

202 

101.  60 

161.60 

38.21 

39. 12 

91.00 

203 

207 

102.90 

165.60 

39. 13 

39.68 

92. 10 

208 

211 

104. 10 

168.80 

39.69 

40.33 

93. 10 

212 

216 

105.20 

172.80 

40  34 

41. 12 

94.  20 

217 

221 

106.  50 

176.80 

41. 13 

41.  76 

95.  30 

222 

225 

107.  70 

180.00 

41.  77 

42.44 

96.  30 

226 

230 

108.  90 

184.00 

42.45 

43.20 

97.  40 

231 

236 

110. 10 

188.00 

43.21 

43.76 

98.  50 

236 

239 

111.  40 

191.  20 

43.77 

44.44 

99.60 

240 

244 

112.60 

195.20 

44.45 

44.88 

100. 60 

245 

249 

113.  70 

199.20 

44.89 

45.60 

101.  70 

250 

253 

115.  00 

202.  40 

102.  80 

254 

258 

116  20 

208.  40 

103.  80 

259 

263 

117.30 

210.  40 

104.  90 

264 

267 

118.  60 

213.  60 

106. 00 

268 

272 

119.80 

217.60 

107. 00 

273 

277 

121.00 

221. 60 

108. 10 

278 

281 

122.  20 

224.80 

109. 20 

282 

286 

123.  40 

228. 80 

110. 30 

287 

291 

124.  70 

232.80 

111.  30 

292 

295 

125.  80 

236. 00 

112.  40 

296 

300 

127. 10 

240. 00 

113.  50 

128.30 

244.  00 

114.50 

306 

309 

129.  40 

247.  20 

115.60 

310 

314 

130.  70 

251.  20 

116.  70 

315 

319 

131.90 

255.20 

117.  70 

320 

323 

133. 00 

258.40 

118.80 

324 

328 

134.  30 

262. 40 

119.90 

329 

333 

135.  50 

266. 40 

121.00 

334 

337 

136.  80 

269. 60 

122.00 

338 

342 

137.  90 

273. 60 

123. 10 

343 

347 

139. 10 

277. 60 

124.20 

348 

351 

140.  40 

280. 80 

126.20 

352 

356 

141.  50 

284.80 

126.30 

357 

361 

142.80 

288.80 

127.40 

362 

365 

144.  00 

292.  00 

128.40 

366 

370 

145. 10 

296.00 

371 

375 

146  40 

300  00 

130l6O 

376 

379 

147160 

303!  20 

131.  70 

380 

384 

148.90 

307.20 

132.70 

385 

389 

150.00 

311.20 

133.80 

390 

393 

151.20 

314.40 

134.90 

394 

398 

152.50 

318.40 

135.90 

399 

403 

153.60 

322.40 

137.00 

404 

407 

154.90 

325.60 

138.00 

408 

412 

156.00 

329.60 

139.00 

413 

417 

157. 10 

333.80 

140.00 

418 

421 

158.20 

336.80 

141.00 

422 

426 

159.40 

340.80 

142.00 

427 

431 

160.50 

344.80 

143.00 

432 

436 

161.60 

348.80 

144.00 

437 

440 

162.80 

350.40 

145.00 

441 

445 

163.90 

352.40 

146.00 

446 

450 

165.00 

354.40 

147.00 

451 

454 

166.20 

356.00 

148.00 

455 

459 

167.30 

358.00 

149.00 

460 

464 

168.40 

360.00 

150.00 

465 

468 

169.60 

361.60 

161.00 

469 

473 

170. 70 

363.60 
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"TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM 
FAMILY  BENEFITS— Continued 


"I 

(Primary  insurance  benefit 
under  1939  Act,  as  modi- 
lied) 

II 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount 
under  1965 
Act) 

III 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

rv 

(Primary  In- 
surance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum  family 
benefits) 

If  an  individual's  primary 
insurance  benefit  (as  de- 
termined under  subsec. 
(d))is- 

Or  his 
primary 
insurance 
amount 
(as  deter- 
mined 
under 
subsec. 
(c))  is— 

Or  his  average  monthly 
wage    (as  determined 
under  subsec.  (b))  is — 

The  amount 
referred  to  in 
the  preceding 
paragraphs 
of  this  sub- 
section shall 
be— 

And  the  maximum 
amount  of  bene- 
fits payable  (as 
provided  in  sec. 
203(a))  on  the 
basis  of  his  wages 
and  self-employ- 
ment income 
shall  be— 

At  least — 

But  not 
more  than — 

At  least— 

But  not 
more  than— 

$152. 00 

$474 

$478 

$171. 80 

$365.60 

153.00 

479 

482 

172.90 

367.20 

154.00 

483 

487 

174. 10 

369.20 

155.00 

488 

492 

175.20 

371.20 

156.00 

493 

496 

176.30 

372.80 

157.00 

497 

501 

177.50 

374.80 

158.00 

502 

506 

178.60 

376.80 

159.00 

507 

510 

179.70 

378.40 

160.00 

511 

515 

180.80 

380.40 

161.00 

516 

520 

182.00 

382.40 

162.00 

521 

524 

183. 10 

384.00 

163.00 

525 

629 

184.20 

386.00 

164.00 

530 

534 

185.40 

388.00 

165.00 

535 

538 

186.50 

389.60 

166.00 

539 

543 

187.60 

391.60 

167.00 

544 

548 

188.80 

393.60 

168.00 

549 

553 

189.90 

395.60 

554 

556 

191.00 

396.80 

557 

560 

192.00 

398.40 

561 

563 

193.00 

399.60 

564 

567 

194.00 

401.20 

568 

570 

195.00 

402.40 

571 

574 

196.00 

404.00 

575 

577 

197.00 

405.20 

578 

581 

198.00 

406.80 

582 

584 

199.00 

408.00 

585 

588 

200.00 

409.60 

589 

591 

201.00 

410.80 

592 

595 

202.00 

412.40 

S96 

598 

203.00 

413.60 

599 

602 

204.00 

415.20 

603 

605 

205.00 

416.40 

606 

609 

206.00 

418.00 

610 

612 

207.00 

419.20 

613 

616 

208.00 

420.80 

617 

620 

209.00 

422.40 

621 

623 

210.00 

423.60 

624 

627 

211.00 

425.20 

628 

630 

212.00 

426.40 

631 

634 

213.00 

428.00 

635 

637 

214.00 

429.20 

638 

641 

215.00 

430.80 

642 

644 

216.00 

432.00 

645 

648 

217.00 

433.60 

649 

650 

218.00 

434.40" 

79  stat.  363.  (b)  Section  203(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  para- 
42  use  403.        graph  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

(2)  when  two  or  more  persons  were  entitled  (without  the  ap- 
plication of  section  202(j)(l)  and  section  223(b))  to  monthly 
42  use  402,  423.        benefits  under  section  202  or  223  for  the  month  of  February  1968 
on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self-employment  income  of  such  in- 
sured individual,  such  total  of  benefits  for  such  month  or  any 
subsequent  month  shall  not  be  reduced  to  less  than  the  larger  of- — 
"(A)  the  amount  determined  under  this  subsection  without 
regard  to  this  paragraph,  or 

"(B)  an  amount  equal  to  the  sum  of  the  amounts  derived 
by  multiplying  the  benefit  amount  determined  under  this  title 
(including  this  subsection,  but  without  the  application  of 
42  use  422;  section  222(b),  section  202(q),  and  subsections  (b),  (c),  and 

Post,  pp.  830-  (d)  of  this  section),  as  in  effect  prior  to  February  1968,  for 

832.  each  such  person  for  February  1968,  by  113  percent  and 
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raising  each  such  increased  amount,  if  it  is  not  a  multiple 

of  $0.10,  to  the  next  higher  multiple  of  $0.10; 
but  in  any  such  case  (i)  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  shall  42  use  403. 
not  be  applied  to  such  total  of  benefits  after  the  application  of 
subparagraph  (B),  and  (ii)  if  section  202(k)(2)(A)  was 
applicable  in  the  case  of  any  such  benefits  for  the  month  of  Feb- 
ruary 1968,  and  ceases  to  apply  after  such  month,  the  provisions 
of  subparagraph  (B)  shall  be  applied,  for  and  after  the  month 
in  which  section  202 (k)  (2)  (A)  ceases  to  apply,  as  though  para- 
graph (1)  had  not  been  applicable  to  such  total  of  benefits  for 
February  1968,  or". 

(c)  (1)  Section  215(b)(4)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  79  Stat.  364. 
follows:  42  use  415. 

"(4)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  applicable  only  in 
the  case  of  an  individual  — 

"(A)  who  becomes  entitled,  after  January  1968,  to  benefits 
under  section  202  (a)  or  section  223;  or  42  use  402, 

"(B)  who  dies  after  January  1968  without  being  entitled  to  423* 
benefits  under  section  202(a)  or  section  223 ;  or 

"(C)  whose  primary  insurance  amount  is  required  to  be  recom- 
puted under  subsection  (f)  (2)."  Post,  p.  865. 
(2)  Section  215(b)  (5)  of  such  Act  is  repealed.  Repeal. 

(d)  Section  215(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:       79  Stat.  364. 

42  USC  415. 

"Primary  Insurance  Amount  Under  1965  Act  79  stat«  36  3» 

"(c)  (1)  For  the  purposes  of  column  II  of  the  table  appearing  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  an  individual's  primary  insurance  Ante,  p.  824. 
amount  shall  be  computed  on  the  basis  of  the  law  in  effect  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967. 

"(2)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  applicable  only  in 
the  case  of  an  individual  who  became  entitled  to  benefits  under  section 
202(a)  or  section  223  before  the  month  of  February  1968,  or  who  died 
before  such  month." 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect 

to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  42  use  401- 
months  after  January  1968  and  with  respect  to  lump-sum  death  pay-   428 5  Post,  P» 
ments  under  such  title  in  the  case  of  deaths  occurring  after  January    833  • 
1968. 

(f)  If  an  individual  was  entitled  to  a  disability  insurance  benefit 
under  section  223  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  the  month  of  January 
1968  and  became  entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits  under  section 
202(a)  of  such  Act  for  the  month  of  February  1968,  or  who  died  in 
such  month,  then,  for  purposes  of  section  215(a)(4)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  (if  applicable)  the  amount  in  column  IV  of  the  table 
appearing  in  such  section  215(a)  for  such  individual  shall  be  the  Ante,  p.  824. 
amount  in  such  column  on  the  line  on  which  in  column  II  appears 

his  primary  insurance  amount  (as  determined  under  section  215(c) 

of  such  Act)  instead  of  the  amount  in  column  IV  equal  to  the  primary  Supra. 

insurance  amount  on  which  his  disability  insurance  benefit  is  based. 

INCREASE  IN  BENEFITS  FOR  CERTAIN  INDIVIDUALS  AGE  7  2  AND  OVER 

Sec.  102.  (a)  (1)  Section  227(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  79  Stat.  379. 
amended  by  striking  out  "$35"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$40",   42  use  427. 
and  by  striking  out7'$l7.50"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$20". 

(2)  Section  227(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  the 
second  sentence  "$35"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$40". 

(b)  (1)  Section  228  (b)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  80  stat.  67. 
"$35"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$40".  42  use  428. 
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42  USC  401- 
428;  Post, 
p»  833. 

79  Stat.  375. 
42  USC  402. 
Post,  pp. 
830-832. 


64  Stat.  48 3 J 
72  Stat.  1026. 


79  Stat.  403. 


79  Stat.  404, 


(2)  Section  228(b)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"$35"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$40",  and  by  striking  out  "$17.50" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$20". 

(3)  Section  228(c)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"$17.50"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$20". 

(4)  Section  228(c)  (3)  (A)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"$35"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$40". 

(5)  Section  228(c)  (3)  (B)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"$17.50"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$20". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  for  months  after  January  1968. 

MAXIMUM  AMOUNT  OF  A  WIFE'S  OR  HUSBAND'S  INSURANCE  BENEFIT 

Sec.  103.  (a)  Section  202(b)(2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

"(2)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (q),  such  wife's  insurance 
benefit  for  each  month  shall  be  equal  to  whichever  of  the  following  is 
the  smaller:  (A)  one-half  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  her 
husband  (or,  in  the  case  of  a  divorced  wife,  her  former  husband)  for 
such  month,  or  (B)  $105." 

(b)  Section  202(c)  (3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"(3)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (q),  such  husband's  insur- 
ance benefit  for  each  month  shall  be  equal  to  whichever  of  the  follow- 
ing is  the  smaller:  (A)  one-half  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of 
his  wife  for  such  month,  or  (B)  $105." 

(c)  Section  202(e)  (4)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "50 
per  centum  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  the  deceased  indi- 
vidual on  whose  wages  and  self-employment  income  such  benefit  is 
based"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "whichever  of  the  following  is  the 
smaller:  (A)  one-half  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  the 
deceased  individual  on  whose  wages  and  self-employment  income  such 
benefit  is  based,  or  (B)  $105". 

(d)  Section  202(f)  (5)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "50 
per  centum  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  the  deceased  individ- 
ual on  whose  wages  and  self -employment  income  such  benefit  is  based" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "whichever  of  the  following  is  the  smaller : 
(A)  one-half  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  the  deceased  indi- 
vidual on  whose  wages  and  self -employment  income  such  benefit,  is 
based, or  (B)  $105". 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a),  (b),  (c),  and  (d) 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  for  months  after  January  1968. 


BENEFITS  TO  DISABLED  WIDOWS  AND  WIDOWERS 

Sec.  104.  (a)(1)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  202(e)(1)  of  the 
79  Stat.  373,     Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 
376.  "(B)  (i)  has  attained  age  60,  or  (ii)  has  attained  age  50  but  has 

not  attained  age  60  and  is  under  a  disability  (as  defined  in  sec- 
Post,  p.  868.  t ion  223(d) )  which  began  before  the  end  of  the  period  specified  in 
Post,  p.  829.           paragraph  (5),". 

(2)  So  much  of  section  202(e)  (1)  of  such  Act  as  follows  subpara- 
graph (E)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

"shall  be  entitled  to  a  widow's  insurance  benefit  for  each  month, 
beginning  with — 

Supra.  "(F)  if  she  satisfies  subparagraph  (B)  by  reason  of  clause  (i) 

thereof,  the  first  month  in  which  she  becomes  so  entitled  to  such 
insurance  benefits,  or 
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"(G)  if  she  satisfies  subparagraph  (B)  by  reason  of  clause  (ii) 
thereof — 

"(i)  the  first  month  after  her  waiting  period  (as  defined  in 
paragraph  (6))  in  which  she  becomes  so  entitled  to  such  infra, 
insurance  benefits,  or 

"(ii)  the  first  month  during  all  of  which  she  is  under  a  dis- 
ability and  in  which  she  becomes  so  entitled  to  such  insurance 
benefits,  but  only  if  she  was  previously  entitled  to  insurance 
benefits  under  this  subsection  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a 
disability  and  such  first  month  occurs  (I)  in  the  period  speci- 
fied in  paragraph  (5)  and  (II)  after  the  month  in  which  a  infra, 
previous  entitlement  to  such  benefits  on  such  basis  terminated, 
and  ending  with  the  month  preceding  the  first  month  in  which  any  of 
the  following  occurs :  she  remarries,  dies,  becomes  entitled  to  an  old-age 
insurance  benefit  equal  to  or  exceeding  821/£  percent  of  the  primary 
insurance  amount  of  such  deceased  individual,  or,  if  she  became  en- 
titled to  such  benefits  before  she  attained  age  60,  the  third  month  fol- 
lowing the  month  in  which  her  disability  ceases  (unless  she  attains  age 
62  on  or  before  the  last  day  of  such  third  month)." 

(3)  Section  202(e)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  after  79  Stat.  403. 
paragraph  (4)  the  following  new  paragraphs:  42  use  402. 

"(5)  The  period  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  (13)  (ii),  in  the  case   Ante,  p.  828. 
of  any  widow  or  surviving  divorced  wife,  is  the  period  beginning  with 
whichever  of  the  following  is  the  latest : 

"(A)  the  month  in  which  occurred  the  death  of  the  fully  in- 
sured individual  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  on  whose  wages 
and  self-employment  income  her  benefits  are  or  would  be  based,  or 
"(B)  the  last  month  for  which  she  was  entitled  to  mother's 
insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self-employment 
income  of  such  individual,  or 

"(C)  the  month  in  which  a  previous  entitlement  to  widow's 
insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  such  wages  and  self-employment 
income  terminated  because  her  disability  had  ceased, 
and  ending  with  the  month  before  the  month  in  which  she  attains  age 
60,  or,  if  earlier,  with  the  close  of  the  eighty-fourth  month  following 
the  month  with  which  such  period  began. 

"(6)  The  waiting  period  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  (G),  in  the  Supra, 
case  of  any  widow  or  surviving  divorced  wife,  is  the  earliest  period  of 
six  consecutive  calendar  months — 

"(A)  throughout  which  she  has  been  under  a  disability,  and 
"(B)  which  begins  not  earlier  than  with  whichever  of  the  fol- 
lowing is  the  later:  (i)  the  first  day  of  the  eighteenth  month  be- 
fore the  month  in  which  her  application  is  filed,  or  (ii)  the  first 
day  of  the  sixth  month  before  the  month  in  which  the  period  speci- 
fied in  paragraph  (5)  begins." 
(b)(1)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  202(f)(1)  of  such  Act  is    64  Stat.  485; 
amended  to  read  as  follows :  75  Stat.  131, 

"(B)  (i)  has  attained  age  62,  or  (ii)  has  attained  age  50  but 
has  not  attained  age  62  and  is  under  a  disability  (as  defined  in 
section  223(d))  which  began  before  the  end  of  the  period  speci-    Post,  p.  868. 
fied  in  paragraph  (6),".  Post,  p.  830. 

(2)  So  much  of  section  202(f)  (1 )  of  such  Act  as  follows  subpara- 
graph (E)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows :  6*  |tat.  485; 
"shall  be  entitled  to  a  widower's  insurance  benefit  for  each  month,    71  s"fcat>  519« 
beginning  with — 

"(F)  if  he  satisfies  subparagraph  (B)  by  reason  of  clause  (i)  Supra, 
thereof,  the  first  month  in  which  he  becomes  so  entitled  to  such 
insurance  benefits,  or 

"(G)  if  he  satisfies  subparagraph  (B)  by  reason  of  clause  (ii) 
thereof — 
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"(i)  the  first  month  after  his  waiting  period  (as  defined  in 
Infra.  paragraph  (7))  in  which  he  becomes  so  entitled  to  such  in- 

surance benefits,  or 

"(ii)  the  first  month  during  all  of  which  lie  is  under  a  dis- 
ability and  in  which  he  becomes  so  entitled  to  such  insurance 
benefits,  but  only  if  he  was  previously  entitled  to  insurance 
benefits  under  this  subsection  on  the  basis  of  being  under  a 
disability  and  such  first  month  occurs  (I)  in  the  period 
infra.  specified  in  paragraph  (6)  and  (II)  after  the  month  in  which 

a  previous  entitlement  to  such  benefits  on  such  basis  termi- 
nated, 

and  ending  with  the  month  preceding  the  first  month  in  which  any  of 
the  following  occurs :  he  remarries,  dies,  or  becomes  entitled  to  an  old- 
age  insurance  benefit  equal  to  or  exceeding  82y2  percent  of  the  pri- 
mary insurance  amount  of  his  deceased  wife,  or  the  third  month  fol- 
lowing the  month  in  which  his  disability  ceases  (unless  he  attains  age 
62  on  or  before  the  last  day  of  such  third  month) ." 

75  Stat.  138;  (3)  Section  202(f)  (3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "sub- 

79  Stat.  404.      section  (q)  and''  after  "provided  in". 

42  use  402.  (4)  Section  202(f)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  after 

79  Stat.  404.      paragraph  (5)  the  following  new  paragraphs : 

Ante,  p.  829.  "(6)  The  period  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  (B)  (ii),  in  the  case 
of  any  widower,  is  the  period  beginning  with  whichever  of  the  follow- 
ing is  the  latest : 

"(A)  the  month  in  which  occurred  the  death  of  the  fully  in- 
sured individual  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  on  whose  wages 
and  self-employment  income  his  benefits  are  or  would  be  based,  or 
"(B)  the  month  in  which  a  previous  entitlement  to  widower's 
insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  such  wages  and  self-employ- 
ment income  terminated  because  his  disability  had  ceased, 
and  ending  with  the  month  before  the  month  in  which  he  attains  age 
62,  or,  if  earlier,  with  the  close  of  the  eighty-fourth  month  following 
the  month  with  which  such  period  began. 
Ante,  p.  829.         "(7)  The  waiting  period  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  (G),  in  the 
case  of  any  widower,  is  the  earliest  period  of  six  consecutive  calendar 
months — 

"(A)  throughout  which  he  has  been  under  a  disability,  and 
"(B)  which  begins  not  earlier  than  with  whichever  of  the  fol- 
lowing is  the  later:  (i)  the  first  day  of  the  eighteenth  month  be- 
fore the  month  in  which  his  application  is  filed,  or  (ii)  the  first 
day  of  the  sixth  month  before  the  month  in  which  the  period 
Supra.  specified  in  paragraph  (6)  begins." 

79  Stat.  368.  (c)  (1)  The  heading  of  section  202(q)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

"Reduction  of  Benefit  Amounts  for  Certain  Beneficiaries" 

(2)  So  much  of  section  202(q)(l)  of  such  Act  as  precedes  sub- 
79  stat.  374.      paragraph  (A)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or  widow's"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "widow's,  or  widower's". 

(3)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  202 (q)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  or  widow's"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  widow's,  or 
widower's". 

(4)  Section  202  (q)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following : 

"A  widow's  or  widower's  insurance  benefit  reduced  pursuant  to  the 
preceding  sentence  shall  be  further  reduced  by — 

"(C)  4%98  of  1  percent  of  the  amount  of  such  benefit,  multi- 
plied by 

"(D)  (i)  the  number  of  months  in  the  additional  reduction  pe- 
Post,  p.  831.  riod  for  such  benefit  (determined  under  paragraph  (6) ),  if  such 
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benefit  is  for  a  month  before  the  month  in  which  such  individual 
attains  retirement  age,  or 

"(ii)  the  number  of  months  in  the  additional  adjusted  reduc- 
tion period  for  such  benefit  (determined  under  paragraph  (7)),   Post,  p.  832. 
if  such  benefit  is  for  the  month  in  which  such  individual  attains 
retirement  age  or  for  any  month  thereafter." 

(5)  Section  202  (q)  (3)  (A)  of  such  Act  is  amended —  75  Stat.  132; 

(A)  by  striking  out  "or  widow's"  each  place  it  appears  and  in-   79  stat.  368, 
selling  in  lieu  thereof  "widow's,  or  widower's";  374. 

(B)  by  striking  out  "a  widow's"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  42  usc  402« 
"a  widow's  or  widower's";  and 

(C)  by  striking  out  "60"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "50". 

(6)  Section  202(q) (3)  (C)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  79  stat.  369. 
"or  widow's"  each  time  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

"widow's,  or  widower's". 

(7)  Section  202(q)  (3)  (D)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  75  Stat.  132; 
"or  widow's"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "widow's,  or  widower's".   79  stat.  368, 

(8)  Section  202(q)  (3)  (E)  of  such  Act  is  amended—  374. 

(A)  by  striking  out  "(or  would,  but  for  subsection  (e)(1),   79  s"tat.  374. 
be)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(or  would,  but  for  subsection 

(e)  (1)  in  the  case  of  a  widow  or  surviving  divorced  wife  or  sub- 
section (f)  (1)  in  the  case  of  a  widower,  be)"; 

(B)  by  striking  out  "widow's"  each  place  it  appears  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "widow's  or  widower's";  and 

(C)  by  striking  out  "she"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "she 
or  he". 

(9)  Section  202(q)  (3)  (F)  of  such  Act  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "(or  would,  but  for  subsection  (e)(1),  be)" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(or  would,  but  for  subsection  (e)  (1) 
in  the  case  of  a  widow  or  surviving  divorced  wife  or  subsection 

(f)  (1)  in  the  case  of  a  widower,  be) "; 

(B)  by  striking  out  "widow's"  each  place  it  appears  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "widow's  or  widower  s" ;  and 

(C)  by  striking  out  "she"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "she  or 
he". 

(10)  Section  202  (q)  (3)  (G)  of  such  Act  is  amended —  75  stat.  138; 

(A)  by  striking  out  "(or  would,  but  for  subsection  (e)(1),    79  stat.  368. 
be)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(or  would,  but  for  subsection 

(e)  (1)  in  the  case  of  a  widow  or  surviving  divorced  wife  or  sub- 
section (f)(1)  in  the  case  of  a  widower,  be)  '; 

(B)  by  striking  out  "widow's"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"widow's  or  widower's" ;  and 

(C)  by  striking  out  "he"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "she  or 
he". 

(11)  Section  202(q)  (6)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  75  stat.  138; 
"(6)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection—  79  stat.  368. 

"(A)  the  'reduction  period'  for  an  individual's  old-age,  wife's,  "Reduction 
husband's,  widow's,  or  widower's  insurance  benefit  is  the  period —  period." 
"(i)  beginning — 

"(I)  in  the  case  of  an  old-age  or  husband's  insurance 
benefit,  with  the  first  day  of  the  first  month  for  which 
such  individual  is  entitled  to  such  benefit,  or 

"(II)  in  the  case  of  a  wife's  insurance  benefit,  with 
the  first  day  of  the  first  month  for  which  a  certificate 
described  in  paragraph  (5)(A)(i)  is  effective,  or 

"(III)  in  the  case  of  a  widow's  or  widower's  insur- 
ance benefit,  with  the  first  day  of  the  first  month  for 
which  such  individual  is  entitled  to  such  benefit  or  the 
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first  day  of  the  month  in  which  such  individual  attains 
age  60,  whichever  is  the  later,  and 
"(ii)  ending  with  the  last  day  of  the  month  before  the 
month  in  which  such  individual  attains  retirement  ape;  and 
"Additional  "(B)  the  'additional  reduction  period'  for  an  individual's 

reduction  widow's  or  widower's  insurance  benefit  is  the  period — 

period."  "(i)  beginning  with  the  first  day  of  the  first  month  for 

which  such  individual  is  entitled  to  such  benefit,  but  only  if 
such  individual  has  not  attained  age  60  in  such  first  month, 
and 

"(ii)  ending  with  the  last  day  of  the  month  before  the 
month  in  which  such  individual  attains  age  60." 
75  Stat.  133j  02)  Section  202(q)(7)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

79  Stat.  368,  (A)  by  inserting  "or  'additional  adjusted  reduction  period'" 

375.  after  "the  'adjusted  reduction  period'  "; 

42  use  402.  (B)  by  striking  out  "or  widow's"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

"widow's,  or  widower's"; 

(C)  by  inserting  "or  additional  reduction  period  (as  the  case 
may  be)"  after  "the  reduction  period";  and 

(D)  by  striking  out  "widow's"  in  subparagraph  (E)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "widow's  or  widower's",  by  striking  out 
"she"  each  place  it  appears  in  such  subparagraph  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "she  or  he",  and  by  striking  out  "her"  in  such 
subparagraph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "her  or  his". 

79  Stat.  375.  (13)  Section  202(q)(9)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

"widow's"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "widow's  or  widower's". 

74  stat.  954.         (d)(1)(A)  The  third  sentence  of  section  203(c)  of  such  Act  is 

42  use  403.  amended  by  striking  out  "or  any  subsequent  month"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "or  any  subsequent  month;  nor  shall  any  deduction  be 
made  under  this  subsection  from  any  widow's  insurance  benefit  for 
any  month  in  which  the  widow  or  surviving  divorced  wife  is  entitled 
and  has  not  attained  age  62  (but  only  if  she  became  so  entitled  prior 
to  attaining  age  60),  or  from  any  widower's  insurance  benefit  for  any 
month  in  which  the  widower  is  entitled  and  has  not  attained  age  62". 

74  stat.  955.  (B)  The  third  sentence  of  section  203(f)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "or  (D)*'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
"(D)  for  which  such  individual  is  entitled  to  widow's  insurance 
benefits  and  has  not  attained  age  62  (but  only  if  she  became  so  entitled 
prior  to  attaining  age  60)  or  widower's  insurance  benefits  and  has  not 
attained  age  62,  or  (E)". 

(C)  Section  203(f)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"and  (D)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(D),  and  (E)'\ 

(D)  Section  203(f)(4)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"(D)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(E)". 

68  Stat.  1080;  (2)  Section  216(i)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "202(e), 
70  stat.  818.      202(f),"  after  "202(d),". 

42  use  416.  (3)  (A)  Section  222(a)   of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 

70  Stat.  817.  "widow's  insurance  benefits,  or  widower's  insurance  benefits,''  after 
42  use  422.  "benefits,". 

70  stat.  817;         (B)  Section  222(b)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

72  stat.  1032.  "child's  insurance  benefits  or  if"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "child's 
insurance  benefits,  a  widow  or  surviving  divorced  wife  who  has  not 
attained  age  60,  a  widower  who  has  not  attained  age  62,  or". 

79  stat.  408.  (4)  (A)  Section  222(d)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 
"or"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (B),  and  by  inserting  after  such 
subparagraph  the  following  new  subparagraphs: 

"(C)  entitled  to  widow's  insurance  benefits  under  section 

42  use  402  .  202(e)  prior  to  attaining  age  60,  or 
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"(D)  entitled  to  widower's  insurance  benefits  under  section 
202(f)  prior  to  attaining  age  62,".  42  usc  402' 

(B)  Section  222(d)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  striking  79  Stat.  408. 
out  "who  have  attained  age  18  and  are  under  a  disability,"  in  the  42  use  422. 
first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "who  have 
attained  age  18  and  are  under  a  disability,  the  benefits  under  section 
202(e)  for  widows  and  surviving  divorced  wives  who  have  not  at- 
tained age  60  and  are  under  a  disability,  the  benefits  under  section 
202(f)  for  widowers  who  have  not  attained  age  62,". 

(5)  (A)  The  first  sentence  of  section  225  of  such  Act  is  amended    70  Stat.  817. 
by  inserting  after  "under  section  202(d),"  the  following:  "or  that    42  usc  425. 
a  widow  or  surviving  divorced  wife  who  has  not  attained  age  60 
and  is  entitled  to  benefits  under  section  202(e),  or  that  a  widower 
who  has  not  attained  age  62  and  is  entitled  to  benefits  under  section 
202(f),". 

(B)  The  first  sentence  of  section  225  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 
by  striking  out  "223  or  202(d)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "202(d), 
202(e),  202(f),  or  223". 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for 
and  after  the  month  of  February  1968,  but  only  on  the  basis  of 
applications  for  such  benefits  filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which 
this  Act  is  enacted. 


INSURED  STATUS  FOR  YOUNGER  DISABLED  WORKERS 

Sec.  105.  (a)  Subparagraph  (B)  (ii)  of  section  216 (i)  (3)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "and  he  is  under  a    79  Stat.  412. 
disability  by  reason  of  blindness  (as  defined  in  paragraph  (1))".    42  usc  416« 

(b)  Subparagraph  (B)  (ii)  of  section  223(c)(1)  of  such  Act  is   79  Stat.  413. 
amended  by  striking  out  "before  he  attains"  and  inserting  in  lieu   42  usc  423. 
thereof  "before  the  quarter  in  which  he  attains",  and  by  striking  out 
"and  he  is  under  a  disability  by  reason  of  blindness  (as  defined  in 
section  216 (i)  (1))". 

(c)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  only  with 
respect  to  applications  for  disability  determinations  filed  under  sec- 
tion 216 (i)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  in  or  after  the  month  in  which 
this  Act  is  enacted.  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (b)  shall 
apply  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  such  Act  for 
months  after  January  1968,  but  only  on  the  basis  of  applications  for 
such  l>enefits  filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 

benefits  in  case  of  memrers  of  the  uniformed  services 

Sec.  106.  Title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section  : 

"benefits  in  case  of  members  of  the  uniformed  services 

"Sec.  229.  (a)  For  purposes  of  determining  entitlement  to  and  the 
amount  of  any  monthly  benefit  for  any  month  after  December  1967, 
or  entitlement  to  and  the  amount  of  any  lump-sum  death  payment  in 
case  of  a  death  after  such  month,  payable  under  this  title  on  the  basis 
of  the  wages  and  self-employment  income  of  any  individual,  and  for 
purposes  of  section  216(i)(3),  such  individual  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  been  paid,  in  each  calendar  quarter  occurring  after  1967  in  which 
he  was  paid  wages  for  service  as  a  member  of  a  uniformed  service  (as 
defined  in  section  210(m))  which  was  included  in  the  term  'employ- 
ment' as  defined  in  section  210(a)  as  a  result  of  the  provisions  oi  sec- 
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tion  210(1),  wages  (in  addition  to  the  wages  actually  paid  to  him  for 
such  service)  of — ■ 

"(1)  $100  if  the  wages  actually  paid  to  him  hi  such  quarter  for 
such  services  were  $100  or  less, 

"(2)  $200  if  the  wages  actually  paid  to  him  in  such  quarter  for 
such  services  were  more  than  $100  but  not  more  than  $200,  or 

"  (3)  $300  in  any  other  case. 
"(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Federal  Old- 
Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  the  Federal  Disability  In- 
surance Trust  Fund,  and  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund 
annually,  as  benefits  under  this  title  and  part  A  of  title  XVIII  are  paid 
after  December  1967,  such  sums  as  the  Secretary  determines  to  be 
necessary  to  meet  (1)  the  additional  costs,  resulting  from  subsection 
(a),  of  such  benefits  (including  lump-sum  death  payments),  (2)  the 
additional  administrative  expenses  resulting  therefrom,  and  (3)  any 
loss  in  interest  to  such  trust  funds  resulting  from  the  payment  of  such 
amounts.  Such  additional  costs  shall  be  determined  after  any  increases 
in  such  benefits  arising  from  the  application  of  section  217  have  been 
made." 

LIBERALIZATION   OF  EARNINGS  TEST 

Sec.  107.  (a)  (1)  Paragraphs  (1),  (3),  and  (4)  (B)  of  section  203(f) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  are  each  amended  by  striking  out  "$125" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$140". 

(2)  Paragraph  (1)  (A)  of  section  203(h)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "$125"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$140". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  with  re- 
spect to  taxable  years  ending  after  December  1967. 

increase  of  earnings  counted  for  benefit  and  tax  purposes 

Sec.  108.  (a)  (1)  (A)  Section  209(a)  (4)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  "and  prior  to  1968"  after  "1965". 

(B)  Section  209(a)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph : 

"(5)  That  part  of  remuneration  which,  after  remuneration  (other 
than  remuneration  referred  to  in  the  succeeding  subsections  of  this 
section)  equal  to  $7,800  with  respect  to  employment  has  been  paid  to 
an  individual  during  any  calendar  year  after  1967,  is  paid  to  such 
individual  during  such  calendar  year;". 

(2)  (A)  Section  211  (b)  (1 )  (D)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 
"and  prior  to  1968"  after  "1965",  and  by  striking  out  ";  or"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  " ;  and". 

(B)  Section  211(b)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subparagraph : 

"(E)  For  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1967,  (i)  $7,800, 
minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the  wages  paid  to  such  individual 
during  the  taxable  year;  or". 

(3)  (A)  Section  213(a)  (2)  (ii)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "after  1965"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "after  1965  and  before 
1968,  or  $7,800  in  the  case  of  a  calendar  year  after  1967". 

(B)  Section  213(a)  (2)  (iii)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"after  1965"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "after  1965  and  before  1968, 
or  $7,800  in  the  case  of  a  taxable  year  ending  after  1967". 

(4)  Section  215(e)  (1 )  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "and 
the  excess  over  $6,600  in  the  case  of  any  calendar  year  after  1965"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  excess  over  $6,600  in  the  case  of  any  cal- 
endar year  after  1965  and  before  1968,  and  the  excess  over  $7,800  in  the 
case  of  any  calendar  year  after  1967". 
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(b)  (1)  (A)  Section  1402(b)(1)(D)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 

of  1954  (relating  to  definition  of  self-employment  income)  is  amended  79  stat.  393. 
by  inserting  "and  before  1968''  after  "1965",  and  by  striking  out " ;  or" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  " ;  and". 

(B)  Section  1402(b)  (1)  of  such  Code  is  further  amended  by  adding  68  stat.  10885 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subparagraph:  79  Stat.  393. 

"(E)  for  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1967,  (i)  $7,800, 
minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the  wages  paid  to  such  individual 
during  the  taxable  year;  or". 

(2)  Section  3121(a)(1)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  definition  of 

wages)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "$6,600"  each  place  it  appears  and  79  stat.  393. 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$7,800". 

(3)  The  second  sentence  of  section  3122  of  such  Code  (relating  to 
Federal  service)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "$6,600"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "$7,800". 

(4)  Section  3125  of  such  Code  (relating  to  returns  in  the  case  of 
governmental  employees  in  Guam,  American  Samoa,  and  the  District 
of  Columbia)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "$6,600"  each  place  it  appears 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$7,800". 

(5)  Section  6413  (c)  (1)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  special  refunds 

of  employment  taxes)  is  amended —  79  stat.  393, 

(A)  by  inserting  "and  prior  to  the  calendar  year  1968"  after  394 • 
"the  calendar  year  1965" ; 

(B)  by  inserting  after  "exceed  $6,600,"  the  following :  "or  (D) 
during  any  calendar  year  after  the  calendar  year  1967,  the  wages 
received  by  him  during  such  year  exceed  $7,800,";  and 

(C)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: "and  before  1968,  or  which  exceeds  the  tax  with  respect 
to  the  first  $7,800  of  such  wages  received  in  such  calendar  year 
after  1967". 

(6)  Section  6413(c)(2)(A)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  refunds  of 
employment  taxes  in  the  case  of  Federal  employees)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "or  $6,600  for  any  calendar  year  after  1965"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "$6,600  for  the  calendar  year  1966  or  1967,  or 
$7,800  for  any  calendar  year  after  1967". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)  (1)  and  (a)  (3)  (A), 
and  the  amendments  made  by  subsection  (b)  (except  paragraph  (1) 
thereof),  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  remuneration  paid  after 
December  1967.  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)  (2),  (a)  (3) 
(1?),  and  (b)  (1)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years  end- 
ing after  1967.  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  (4)  shall 
apply  only  with  respect  to  calendar  years  after  1967. 


CHANGES  IN  TAX  SCHEDULES 


Sec.  109.  (a)  (1)  Section  1401(a)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on  self-employment  income  for  purposes 
of  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance)  is  amended  by  striking  79  stat.  394. 
out  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following : 

"(1)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December 
31,  1967,  and  before  January  1,  1969,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to 
5.8  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self -employment  income  for 
such  taxable  year; 

"(2)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December 
31,  1968,  and  before  January  1.  1971,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to 
6.3  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-employment  income  for  such 
taxable  year; 

"(3)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December 
31,  1970,  and  before  January  1,  1973,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to 
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6.9  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-employment  income  for  such 
taxable  vear ;  and 

"(4)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December 
31,  1972.  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  7.0  percent  of  the  amount  of  the 
self-employment  income  for  such  taxable  year." 

(2)  Section  3101(a)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on  em- 
79  Stat.  395.      ployees  for  purposes  of  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance) 

is  amended  by  striking  out  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(1)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  calendar  year 
1968,  the  rate  shall  be  3.8  percent ; 

"(2)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  calendar  years 
1969  and  1970.  the  rate  shall  be  4.2  percent ; 

"(3)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  calendar  years 
1971  and  1972,  the  rate  shall  be  4.6  percent ;  and 

"(4)  with  respect  to  wages  received  after  December  31.  1972, 
the  rate  shall  be  5.0  percent." 

(3)  Section  3111(a)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on  em- 
79  Stat.  396.      plovers  for  purposes  of  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance) 

is  amended  by  striking  out  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(l)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar  year  1968, 
the  rate  shall  be  3.8  percent ; 

"(2)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar  years  1969 
and  1970,  the  rate  shall  be  4.2  percent ; 

"(3)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar  years  1971 
and  1972.  the  rate  shall  be  4.6  percent ;  and 

"(4)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  after  December  31,  1972,  the 
rate  shall  be  5.0  percent." 
(b)(1)  Section  1401(b)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on 
79  Stat.  394.     self -employment  income  for  purposes  of  hospital  insurance)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  paragraphs  (1)  through  (6)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following : 

'•(1)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December 
31,  1967,  and  before  January  1,  1973,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to 
0.60  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-employment  income  for 
such  taxable  year ; 

"(2)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December 
31,  1972,  and  before  January  1,  1976,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to 
0.65  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-employment  income  for 
such  taxable  year ; 

"(3)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December 
31,  1975.  and  before  January  1,  1980,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to 
0.70  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self -employment  income  for 
such  taxable  year ; 

"(4)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December 
31,  1979,  and  before  January  1, 1987,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  0.80 
percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-employment  income  for  such 
taxable  year;  and 

"(5)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December 
31,  1986,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  0.90  percent  of  the  amount  of 
the  self-employment  income  for  such  taxable  year." 
(2)  Section  3101(b)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on  em- 
79  stat.  395.     ployees  for  purposes  of  hospital  insurance)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
paragraphs   (1)   through   (6)   and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following : 

"(1)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  calendar  years 
1968, 1969, 1970, 1971,  and  1972,  the  rate  shall  be  0.60  percent; 
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'•(2)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  calendar  years 
1973,  1974,  and  1975,  the  rate  shall  be  0.65  percent; 

"(3)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  calendar  years 
1976,  1977,  1978,  and  1979,  the  rate  shall  be  0.70  percent  ; 

"(4)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  calendar  years 
1980,  1981,  1982,  1983,  1984,  1985,  and  1986,  the  rate  shall  be  0.80 
percent ;  and 

"(5)  with  respect  to  wages  received  after  December  31,  1986, 
the  rate  shall  be  0.90  percent." 
(3)  Section  3111(b)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on 
employers  for  purposes  of  hospital  insurance)  is  amended  by  striking  79  stat.  396. 
out  paragraphs  (1)  through  (6)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

"(1)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar  years  1968, 
1969,  1970,  1971,  and  1972,  the  rate  shall  be  0.60  percent; 

"(2)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar  years 
1973.  1974,  and  1975,  the  rate  shall  be  0.65  percent; 

"(3)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar  years 
1976,  1977,  1978,  and  1979,  the  rate  shall  be  0.70  percent; 

"(4)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar  years 
1980,  1981,  1982,  1983,  1984,  1985,  and  1986,  the  rate  shall  be 
0.80  percent ;  and 

"(5)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  after  December  31,  1986,  the 
rate  shall  be  0.90  percent." 
(c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)(1)  and  (b)(1) 
shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years  beginning  after  Decem- 
ber 31,  1967.  The  remaining  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall 
apply  only  with  respect  to  remuneration  paid  after  December  31, 1967. 

ALLOCATION  TO  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND 

Sec.  110.  (a)  Section  201(b)(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  70  stat.  319; 
amended —  79  stat.  370. 

(1)  by  inserting"(A)"after  "(1)";  42  use  401. 

(2)  by  striking  out  "1954,  and"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"1954,  (B)"; 

(3)  by  inserting  "and  before  January  1,  1968,"  after  "Decem- 
ber 31, 1965," ;  and 

(4)  by  inserting  after  "so  reported,"  the  following:  "and  (C) 
0.95  of  1  per  centum  of  the  wages  (as  so  defined)  paid  after  Decem- 
ber 31, 1967,  and  so  reported,". 

(b)  Section  201  (b)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

( 1 )  by  inserting  "(A)"  after  "  ( 2) " ; 

(2)  by  striking  out  "1966,  and"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"1966,  (B)";  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  "December  31, 1965,"  the  following :  "and 
before  January  1,  1968,  and  (C)  0.7125  of  1  per  centum  of  the 
amount  of  self-employment  income  (as  so  defined)  so  reported  for 
any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December  31,  1967,". 

EXTENSION   OF   TIME   FOR   FILING   APPLICATION   FOR   DISABILITY  FREEZE 
WHERE  FAILURE  TO  MAKE  TIMELY  APPLICATION  IS  DUE  TO  INCOMPETENCY 

Sec.  111.  (a)  Section  216(i)(2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  79  stat.  367, 
amended  (1)  by  striking  out  "No"  in  subparagraph  (E)  and  inserting  400. 
in  lieu  thereof  "Except  as  is  otherwise  provided  in  subparagraph  (F),  42  use  416. 
no",  (2)  by  redesignating  subparagraph  (F)  as  subparagraph  (G), 
and  (3)  by  adding  after  subparagraph  (E)  the  following  new  sub- 
paragraph : 
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"(F)  An  application  for  a  disability  determination  which  is  filed 
more  than  12  months  after  the  month  prescribed  by  subparagraph 
(D)  as  the  month  in  which  the  period  of  disability  ends  (determined 
without  regard  to  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (E))  shall  be  accepted  as 
an  application  for  purposes  of  this  paragraph  if — 

"(i)  in  the  case  of  an  application  filed  by  or  on  behalf  of  an 
individual  with  respect  to  a  disability  which  ends  after  the  month 
in  which  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967  is  enacted,  such 
application  is  filed  not  more  than  36  months  after  the  month  in 
which  such  disability  ended,  such  individual  is  alive  at  the  time 
the  application  is  filed,  and  the  Secretary  finds  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  him  that  the  failure  of  such  indi- 
vidual to  file  an  application  for  a  disability  determination  within 
the  time  specified  in  subparagraph  (E)  was  attributable  to  a 
physical  or  mental  condition  of  such  individual  which  rendered 
him  incapable  of  executing  such  an  application,  and 

"(ii)  in  the  case  of  an  application  filed  by  or  on  behalf  of  an 
individual  with  respect  to  a  period  of  disability  which  ends  in  or 
before  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1067  is  enacted, 

"(I)  such  application  is  filed  not  more  than  12  months 
after  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1967  is  enacted, 

"(II)  a  previous  application  for  a  disability  determination 
has  been  filed  by  or  on  behalf  of  such  individual  (1)  in  or 
before  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1967  is  enacted,  and  (2)  not  more  than  36  months  after  the 
month  in  which  his  disability  ended,  and 

"(III)  the  Secretary  finds  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  him,  that  the  failure  of  such  individual  to  file 
an  application  within  the  then  specified  time  period  was  at- 
tributable to  a  physical  or  mental  condition  of  such  individ- 
ual which  rendered  him  incapable  of  executing  such  an 
application. 

In  making  a  determination  under  this  subsection,  with  respect  to  the 
disability  or  period  of  disability  of  any  individual  whose  application 
for  a  determination  thereof  is  accepted  solely  by  reason  of  the  provi- 
sions of  this  subparagraph  (F),  the  provisions  of  this  subsection 
(other  than  the  provisions  of  this  subparagraph)  shall  be  applied  as 
such  provisions  are  in  effect  at  the  time  such  determination  is  made." 

(b)  Xo  monthly  insurance  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  shall  be  payable  or  increased  for  any  month  before  the 
month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted  by  reason  of  amendments  made  by 
subsection  (a). 

BENEFITS  FOR  CERTAIN  ADOPTED  CHILDREN 

Sec.  112.  (a)  Section  202(d)(8)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
redesignated  by  section  151(c)  of  this  Act)  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (D) , 
and  inserting  in  lieu  of  such  period  " ;  or",  and 

(2)  by  adding  after  and  below  subparagraph  (D)  the  follow- 
ing new  subparagraph : 

"(E)  was  legally  adopted  by  such  individual — 

"  (i)  in  an  adoption  which  took  place  under  the  supervision 
of  a  public  or  private  child-placement  agency, 

" (ii)  in  an  adoption  decreed  by  a  court  of  competent  juris- 
diction within  the  United  States, 
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"(iii)  on  a  date  immediately  preceding  which  such  indi- 
vidual had  continuously  resided  for  not  less  than  one  year 
within  the  United  States ; 

"(iv)  at  a  time  prior  to  the  attainment  of  age  18  by  such 
child." 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  with 
respect  to  monthly  benefits  payable  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  for  months  after  January  1968,  but  only  on  the  basis  of  42  use  401- 
applications  filed  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  428;  Ante,  p. 

833. 

Part  2 — Coverage  Under  the  Old- Age,  Survivors,  and 
Disability  Insurance  Program 


COVERAGE  OF  MINISTERS 


Sec.  115.  (a)  The  last  sentence  of  section  211  (c)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  "The  provisions  of  paragraph  79  Stat.  380. 
(4)  or  (5)  shall  not  apply  to  service  (other  than  service  performed  by  42  use  411. 
a  member  of  a  religious  order  who  has  taken  a  vow  of  poverty  as  a 
member  of  sucli  order)  performed  by  an  individual  unless  an  exemp- 
tion under  section  1402(e)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  infra, 
effective  with  respect  to  him." 

(b)  (1)  The  last  sentence  of  section  1402(c)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  (relating  to  definition  of  trade  or  business)  is   79  Stat.  381. 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"The  provisions  of  paragraph  (4)  or  (5)  shall  not  apply  to  service 
(other  than  service  performed  by  a  member  of  a  religious  order  who 
lias  taken  a  vow  of  poverty  as  a  member  of  such  order)  performed  by 
an  individual  unless  an  exemption  under  subsection  (e)  is  effective 
with  respect  to  him." 

(2)  Section  1402(e)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  ministers,  members 
of  religious  orders,  and  Christian  Science  practitioners)  is  amended  to    68  Stat.  1088. 
read  as  follows : 

"(e)  Ministers,  Members  of  Religious  Orders,  and  Christian 
Science  Practitioners. — 

"(1)  Exemption. — Any  individual  who  is  (A)  a  duly  ordained, 
commissioned,  or  licensed  minister  of  a  church  or  a  member  of  a 
religious  order  (other  than  a  member  of  a  religious  order  who  has 
taken  a  vow  of  poverty  as  a  member  of  such  order)  or  (B)  a 
Christian  Science  practitioner,  upon  filing  an  application  (in  such 
form  and  manner,  and  with  such  official,  as  may  be  prescribed  by 
regulations  made  under  this  chapter)  together  with  a  statement  26  use  1401- 
that  either  he  is  conscientiously  opposed  to,  or  because  of  religious  1403. 
principles  he  is  opposed  to,  the  acceptance  (with  respect  to  services 
performed  by  him  as  such  minister,  member,  or  practitioner)  of 
any  public  insurance  which  makes  payments  in  the  event  of 
death,  disability,  old  age,  or  retirement  or  makes  payments  toward 
the  cost  of,  or  provides  services  for,  medical  care  (including  the 
benefits  of  any  insurance  system  established  by  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act),  shall  receive  an  exemption  from  the  tax  imposed  by  42  use  1305. 
this  chapter  with  respect  to  services  performed  by  him  as  such 
minister,  member,  or  practitioner.  Notwithstanding  the  preceding 
sentence,  an  exemption  may  not  be  granted  to  an  individual  under 
this  subsection  if  he  had  filed  an  effective  waiver  certificate  under 
this  section  as  it  was  in  effect  before  its  amendment  in  1967. 

"(2)  Time  for  filing  application. — Any  individual  who  de- 
sires to  file  an  application  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  must  file 
such  application  on  or  before  whichever  of  the  following  dates 
is  later:  (A)  the  due  date  of  the  return  (including  any  extension 
thereof)  for  the  second  taxable  year  for  which  he  has  net  earn- 
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ings  from  self-employment  (computed  without  regard  to  sub- 
sections (c)  (4)  and  (c)  (5) )  of  $400  or  more,  any  part  of  which 
was  derived  from  the  performance  of  service  described  in  sub- 
section (c)  (4)  or  (c)  (5) ;  or  (B)  the  due  date  of  the  return 
(including  any  extension  thereof)  for  his  second  taxable  year 
ending  after  1967. 

"(3)  Effective  date  of  exemption. — An  exemption  received 
by  an  individual  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be  effective  for 
the  first  taxable  year  for  which  he  has  net  earnings  from  self- 
employment  (computed  without  regard  to  subsections  (c)  (4) 
and  (c)(5))  of  $400  or  more,  any  part  of  which  was  derived 
from  the  performance  of  service  described  in  subsection  (c)  (4) 
or  (c)(5),  and  for  all  succeeding  taxable  years.  An  exemption 
received  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be  irrevocable." 
(c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  shall  apply 
only  with  respect  to  taxable  years  ending  after  1967. 

coverage  of  state  and  local  employees 

72  stat.  1308.        Sec.  116.  (a)  Section  218(d)(6)(D)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
42  use  418.        is  amended  by  inserting  "(i)"  after  "(D)",  and  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following: 

"(ii)  Notwithstanding  clause  (i),  the  State  may,  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (c)  (4)  (B)  and  subject  to  the  conditions  of  continuation  or 
termination  of  coverage  provided  for  in  subsection  (c)(7),  modify 
its  agreement  under  this  section  to  include  services  performed  by  all 
individuals  described  in  clause  (i)  other  than  those  individuals  to 
whose  services  the  agreement  already  applies.  Such  individuals  shall 
be  deemed  (on  and  after  the  effective  date  of  the  modification)  to  be 
in  positions  covered  by  the  separate  retirement  system  consisting  of 
the  positions  of  members  of  the  division  or  part  who  desire  coverage 
under  the  insurance  system  established  under  this  title." 
68  Stat.  1057.  (b)  (1)  (A)  Section  218(c)  (3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  subparagraph  (A),  and  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (B)  and 
(C)  as  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B),  respectively. 

(B)  Paragraphs  (4)  and  (7)  of  section  218(c)  of  such  Act,  and 
paragraph  (5)  (B)  of  section  218(d)  of  such  Act,  are  each  amended 
by  striking  out  "paragraph  (3)(C)"  wherever  it  appears  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "paragraph  (3)  (B)". 

(C)  Paragraph  (4)  (C)  of  section  218(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "subsection  (c)  (3)  (C)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"subsection  (c)(3)(B)". 

64  Stat.  515.         (2)  Section  218(c)(6)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (C) ; 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (D) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  and" ;  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subparagraph : 

"(E)  service  performed  by  an  individual  as  an  employee  serv- 
ing on  a  temporary  basis  in  case  of  fire,  storm,  snow,  earthquake, 
flood,  or  other  similar  emergency." 
(3)  The  amendments  made  by  this  subsection  shall  be  effective  with 
respect  to  services  performed  on  or  after  January  1, 1968. 
68  stat.  1058.       (c)  Section  218(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  paragraph : 

"(8)  Noth withstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  section,  the 
agreement  with  any  State  entered  into  under  this  section  may  at  the 
option  of  the  State  be  modified  on  or  after  January  1, 1968,  to  exclude 
service  performed  by  election  officials  or  election  workers  if  the  remun- 
eration paid  in  a  calendar  quarter  for  such  service  is  less  than  $50. 
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Any  modification  of  an  agreement  pursuant  to  this  paragraph  shall 
be  effective  with  respect  to  services  performed  after  an  effective  date, 
specified  in  such  modification,  which  shall  not  be  earlier  than  the  last 
day  of  the  calendar  quarter  in  which  the  modification  is  mailed  or 
delivered  by  other  means  to  the  Secretary.'' 

(d)  The  first  sentence  of  section  218(d)  (6)  (F)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "1967"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof   72  Stat.  1039J 
"1970".  79  Stat.  385. 

42  USC  418. 

INCLUSION  OF  ILLINOIS  AMONG  STATES  PERMITTED  TO  DIVIDE  THEIR 
RETIREMENT  SYSTEMS 

Sec-.  117.  Section  218(d)(6)(C)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  "Illinois,"  after  "Georgia,". 

TAXATION  OF  CERTAIN  EARNINGS  OF  RETIRED  PARTNER 

Sec.  118.  (a)  Section  1402(a)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
(relating  to  definition  of  net  earnings  from  self-employment)  is   68A  Stat.  35  3; 
amended—  68  Stat.  1087. 

(1)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (8)  ; 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (9)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  " ;  and" ;  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (9)  the  following  new  para- 
graph : 

"(10)  there  shall  be  excluded  amounts  received  by  a  partner 
pursuant  to  a  written  plan  of  the  partnership,  which  meets  such 
requirements  as  are  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate, 
and  which  provides  for  payments  on  account  of  retirement,  on  a 
periodic  basis,  to  partners  generally  or  to  a  class  or  classes  of  part- 
ners, such  payments  to  continue  at  least  until  such  partner's  death, 
if— 

"  (A)  such  partner  rendered  no  services  with  respect  to  any 
trade  or  business  carried  on  by  such  partnership  (or  its  suc- 
cessors) during  the  taxable  year  of  such  partnership  (or  its 
successors),  ending  within  or  with  his  taxable  year,  in  which 
such  amounts  were  received,  and 

"(B)  no  obligation  exists  (as  of  the  close  of  the  partner- 
ship's taxable  year  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A))  from 
the  other  partners  to  such  partner  except  with  respect  to 
retirement  payments  under  such  plan,  and 

"(C)  such  partner's  share,  if  any,  of  the  capital  of  the 
partnership  has  been  paid  to  him  in  full  before  the  close 
of  the  partnership's  taxable  year  referred  to  in  subpara- 
graph (A)." 

(b)  Section  211(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended —  64  Stat.  502; 

(1)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (7) ;  58  s"tat.  1055. 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (8)  and    42  usc  411, 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  " ;  and" ;  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (8)  the  following  new  para- 
graph : 

"(9)  There  shall  be  excluded  amounts  received  by  a  partner 
pursuant  to  a  written  plan  of  the  partnership,  which  meets  such 
requirements  as  are  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
or  his  delegate,  and  which  provides  for  payments  on  account  of 
retirement,  on  a  periodic  basis,  to  partners  generally  or  to  a  class 
or  classes  of  partners,  such  payments  to  continue  at  least  until 
such  partner's  death,  if — 

"(A)  such  partner  rendered  no  services  with  respect  to 
any  trade  or  business  carried  on  by  such  partnership  (or  its 
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successors)  during  the  taxable  year  of  such  partnership  (or 
its  successors),  ending  within  or  with  his  taxable  year,  in 
which  such  amounts  were  received,  and 

"(B)  no  obligation  exists  (as  of  the  close  of  the  partner- 
ship's taxable  year  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A))  from 
the  other  partners  to  such  partner  except  with  respect  to  re- 
tirement payments  under  such  plan,  and 

"(C)  such  partner's  share,  if  any,  of  the  capital  of  the 
partnership  has  been  paid  to  him  in  full  before  the  close  of 
the  partnership's  taxable  year  referred  to  in  subparagraph 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  only  with 
respect  to  taxable  years  ending  on  or  after  December  31,  1967. 

INCLUSION  OF  PUERTO  RICO  AMONG  STATES  PERMITTED  TO  INCLUDE  FIRE- 
MEN AND  POLICEMEN  ;  VALIDATION  OF  CERTAIN  PAST  COVERAGE  IN  THE 
STATE  OF  NEBRASKA 

70  stat.  826.         Sec  119.  (a)  Section  218(p)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
42  use  418.         by  inserting  "Puerto  Rico,"  after  "Oregon,", 
(b)  In  any  case  in  which — 

(1)  an  individual  has  performed  services  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  this  Act  in  the  employ  of  a  political  subdivision  of  the  State 
of  Nebraska  in  a  fireman's  position,  and 

(2)  amounts,  equivalent  to  the  sum  of  the  taxes  which  would 
have  been  imposed  by  sections  3101  and  3111  of  the  Internal 

79  Stat.  395,  Revenue  Code  of  1954  had  such  services  constituted  employment 

396.  for  purposes  of  section  21  of  such  Code  at  the  time  they  were  per- 

68A  stat.  12.  formed,  were  timely  paid  in  good  faith  to  the  Secretary  of  the 

Treasury,  and 

(3)  no  refunds  of  such  amounts  paid  in  lieu  of  taxes  have  been 
obtained, 

the  amount  of  the  remuneration  for  such  services  with  respect  to 
which  such  amounts  have  been  paid  shall  be  deemed  to  constitute 
remuneration  for  employment  as  defined  in  section  209  of  the  Social 
42  use  409.         Security  Act. 

COVERAGE  OF  FIREMEN'S  POSITIONS  PURSUANT  TO  A  STATE  AGREEMENT 

Sec  120.  (a)  Section  218(p)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 

by— 

( 1 )  insert  i ng  "  ( 1 ) "  after  "  ( p ) " ;  and 

(2)  adding  the  following  paragraph  : 

"(2)  A  State,  not  otherwise  listed  by  name  in  paragraph  (1),  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  a  State  listed  in  such  paragraph  for  the  purpose  of 
extending  coverage  under  this  title  to  service  in  firemen's  positions 
covered  by  a  retirement  system,  if  the  governor  of  the  State,  or  an  offi- 
cial of  the  State  designated  by  him  for  the  purpose,  certifies  to  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  that  the  overall  benefit 
protection  of  the  employees  in  such  positions  would  be  improved  by 
reason  of  the  extension  of  such  coverage  to  such  employees.  Notwith- 
standing the  provisions  of  the  second  sentence  of  such  paragraph  (1), 
such  firemen's  positions  shall  be  deemed  a  separate  retirement  system 
and  no  other  positions  shall  be  included  in  such  system." 

(b)  Nothing  in  the  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall 
authorize  the  extension  of  the  insurance  system  establ'shed  by  title 
42  use  401-428;    II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  under  the  provisions  of  section  218(d) 
Ante,  p.  833.       (fi)  (C)  of  such  Act  to  service  in  any  fireman's  position. 
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(c)  The  amendment  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  in  the  case  of 
any  State  with  respect  to  modifications  of  such  State  agreement  under 
section  '218  of  the  Social  Security  Act  made  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 


VALIDATION  OF  COVERAGE!   ERRONEOUSLY  REPORTED 


Sec.  121.  Section  218(f)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  68  stat.  10585 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph :  72  Stat.  1040. 

"(3)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (2)  of  this  sub-   42  use  418. 
section,  in  the  case  of  services  performed  by  individuals  as  members 
of  any  coverage  group  to  which  an  agreement  under  this  section  is 
made  applicable,  and  with  respect  to  which  there  were  timely  paid 
in  good  faith  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  amounts  equivalent  to 
the  sum  of  the  taxes  which  would  have  been  imposed  by  sections  3101 
and  3111  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  had  such  services    79  Stat.  395, 
constituted  employment  for  purposes  of  chapter  21  of  such  Code  at  396. 
the  time  they  were  performed,  and  with  respect  to  which  refunds    68A  stat.  12. 
were  not  obtained,  such  individuals  may,  if  so  requested  by  the  State, 
be  deemed  to  be  members  of  such  coverage  group  on  the  date  desig- 
nated pursuant  to  paragraph  (2)." 

COVERAGE   OF   FEES   OF   STATE   AND   LOCAL   GOVERNMENT   EMPLOYEES  AS 
SELF-EMPLOYMENT  INCOME 

Sec.  122.  (a)(1)  Section  211(c)(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is    64  stat.  503. 
amended  to  read  as  follows :  42  use  411. 

"(1)  The  performance  of  the  functions  of  a  public  office,  other 
than  the  functions  of  a  public  office  of  a  State  or  a  political  sub- 
division thereof  with  respect  to  fees  received  in  any  period  in 
which  the  functions  are  performed  in  a  position  compensated 
solely  on  a  fee  basis  and  in  which  such  functions  are  not  covered 
under  an  agreement  entered  into  by  such  State  and  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  section  218 ;". 
(2)  Section  211(c)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  (A)  by  striking  out    74  stat.  945. 
"and"'  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (C)  ;  (B)  by  striking  out  the  semi- 
colon at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (D)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
",  and" ;  and  (C)  by  adding  after  such  subparagraph  the  following  new 
subparagraph : 

(E)  service  performed  by  an  individual  as  an  employee  of 
a  State  or  a  political  subdivision  thereof  in  a  position  com- 
pensated solely  on  a  fee  basis  with  respect  to  fees  received  in 
any  period  in  which  such  service  is  not  covered  under  an 
agreement  entered  into  by  such  State  and  the  Secretary  pur- 
suant to  section  218;". 
(b)  (1)  Section  1402(c)  (1)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  68A  stat-  355« 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

"(1)  the  performance  of  the  functions  of  a  public  office,  other 
than  the  functions  of  a  public  office  of  a  State  or  a  political  sub- 
division thereof  with  respect  to  fees  received  in  any  period  in 
which  the  functions  are  performed  in  a  position  compensated 
solely  on  a  fee  basis  and  in  which  such  functions  are  not  covered 
under  an  agreement  entered  into  by  such  State  and  the  Secre- 
tary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  pursuant  to  section  218 
of  the  Social  Security  Act ;". 
(2)  Section  1402(c)  (2)  of  such  Code  is  amended  (A)  by  striking     74  stat.  945. 
out  "and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (C)  ;  (B)  by  striking  out  the 
semicolon  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (D)  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of ",  and" ;  and  (C)  by  adding  after  such  subparagraph  the  folloAving 
new  subparagraph: 
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"(E)  service  performed  by  an  individual  as  an  employee 
of  a  State  or  a  political  subdivision  thereof  in  a  position  com- 
pensated solely  on  a  fee  basis  with  respect  to  fees  received 
in  any  period  in  which  such  service  is  not  covered  under  an 
agreement  entered  into  by  such  State  and  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  pursuant  to  section  218  of 
the  Social  Security  Act;". 

(c)  (1)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this 
section  shall  apply  with  respect  to  fees  received  after  1967. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of 
this  section,  any  individual  who  in  1968  is  in  a  position  to  which  the 
amendments  made  by  such  subsections  apply  may  make  an  irrevocable 
election  not  to  have  such  amendments  apply  to  the  fees  he  receives  in 
1968  and  every  year  thereafter,  if  on  or  before  the  due  date  of  his  in- 
come tax  return  for  1968  (including  any  extensions  thereof)  lie  files 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate,  in  such  manner  as 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate  shall  by  regulations  pre- 
scribe, a  certificate  of  election  of  exemption  from  such  amendments. 

(d)  Section  218  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  further  amended 
by  adding  the  following  new  subsection : 

"Positions  Compensated  Solely  on  a  Fee  Basis 

"(u)(l)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  in  this  section,  an 
agreement  entered  into  under  this  section  may  be  made  applicable  to 
service  performed  after  1967  in  any  class  or  classes  of  positions  com- 
pensated solely  on  a  fee  basis  to  which  such  agreement  did  not  apply 

))rior  to  1968  only  if  the  State  specifically  requests  that  its  agreement 
)e  made  applicable  to  such  service  in  such  class  or  classes  of  positions. 

"  (2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  in  this  section,  an  agree- 
ment entered  into°under  this  section  may  be  modified,  at  the  option  of 
the  State,  at  any  time  after  1967,  so  as  to  exclude  services  performed 
in  any  class  or  classes  of  positions  compensation  for  which  is  solely 
on  a  fee  basis. 

"(3)  Any  modification  made  under  this  subsection  shall  be  effective 
with  respect  to  services  performed  after  the  last  day  of  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  modification  is  agreed  to  by  the  Secretary  and  the 
State. 

"(4)  If  any  class  or  classes  of  positions  have  been  excluded  from 
coverage  under  the  State  agreement  by  a  modification  agreed  to  under 
this  subsection,  the  Secretary  and  the  State  may  not  thereafter  modify 
such  agreement  so  as  to  again  make  the  agreement  applicable  with 
respect  to  such  class  or  classes  of  positions." 

FAMILY  EMPLOYMENT  IN  A  PRIVATE  HOME 

Sec.  123.  (a)  Section  210(a)  (3)  (B)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
42  use  410.        amended  by  inserting  after  the  semicolon  the  following:  "except  that 
the  provisions  of  this  subparagraph  shall  not  be  applicable  to  such 
domestic  service  if — 

"(i)  the  employer  is  a  surviving  spouse  or  a  divorced  individ- 
ual and  has  not  remarried,  or  has  a  spouse  living  in  the  home  who 
has  a  mental  or  physical  condition  which  results  in  such  spouse's 
being  incapable  of  caring  for  a  son,  daughter,  stepson,  or  step- 
daughter (referred  to  in  clause  (ii))  for  at  least  4  continuous 
weeks  in  the  calendar  quarter  in  which  the  service  is  rendered,  and 
"  (ii)  a  son,  daughter,  stepson,  or  stepdaughter  of  such  employer 
is  living  in  the  home,  and 

"(iii)  the  son,  daughter,  stepson,  or  stepdaughter  (referred  to 
in  clause  (ii) )  has  not  attained  age  18  or  has  a  mental  or  physical 
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condition  w  hich  requires  the  personal  care  and  supervision  of  an 
adult  for  at  least  4  continuous  weeks  in  the  calendar  quarter  in 
which  the  service  is  rendered ;" 

(b)  Section  3121(b)  (3)  (R)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 

(relating  to  definition  of  employment)  is  amended  by  inserting  after  74  Stat.  942. 
the  semicolon  the  following:  "except  that  the  provisions  of  this  sub- 
paragraph shall  not  be  applicable  to  such  domestic  service  if — 

"(i)  the  employer  is  a  surviving  spouse  or  a  divorced  individual 
and  has  not  remarried,  or  has  a  spouse  living  in  the  home  who  has 
a  mental  or  physical  condition  which  results  in  such  spouse's  be- 
ing incapable  of  caring  for  a  son,  daughter,  stepson,  or  step- 
daughter (referred  to  in  clause  (ii))  for  at  least  4  continuous 
weeks  in  the  calendar  quarter  in  which  the  service  is  rendered, 
and 

"(ii)  a  son,  daughter,  stepson,  or  stepdaughter  of  such  employer 
is  living  in  the  home,  and 

"(iii)  the  son,  daughter,  stepson,  or  stepdaughter  (referred  to 
in  clause  (ii) )  has  not  attained  age  18  or  has  a  mental  or  physical 
condition  wbich  requires  the  personal  care  and  supervision  of  an 
adult  for  at  least  4  continuous  weeks  in  the  calendar  quarter  in 
which  the  service  is  rendered ;" 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  services  performed  after  December  31, 1967. 

TERMINATION  OF  COVERAGE  OF  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  MASSACHUSETTS 
TURNPIKE  AUTHORITY 

Sec.  124.  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  218(g)  (1) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  the  Secretary  may,  under  such  conditions  as  64  stat.  516. 
he  deems  appropriate,  permit  the  State  of  Massachusetts  to  modify  42  usc  418 • 
its  agreement  entered  into  under  section  218  of  such  Act  so  as  to  ter- 
minate the  coverage  of  the  employees  of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
Authority  effective  at  the  end  of  any  calendar  quarter  within  the  two 
years  next  following  the  date  on  which  such  agreement  is  so  modified. 

(b)  If  the  coverage  of  employees  of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
Authority  is  terminated  pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  coverage  cannot 
later  be  extended  to  the  employees  of  such  Authority. 

Part  3 — Health  Insurance  Benefits 

method  of  payment  to  physicians  under  supplementary  medical 
insurance  program 

Sec.  125.  (a)  Section  1842(b)  (3)  (B)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  79  Stat.  310. 
amended—  42  usc  1395u» 

(1)  by  striking  out"  (i)";  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "and  (ii)"  and  all  that  follows  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "and  such  payment  will  be 
made — 

"  ( i )  on  the  basis  of  an  itemized  bill ;  or 
"(ii)  on  the  basis  of  an  assignment  under  the  terms  of 
which  the  reasonable  charge  is  the  full  charge  for  the  service; 
but  ( in  the  case  of  bills  submitted,  or  requests  for  payment  made, 
after  March  1968)  only  if  the  bill  is  submitted,  or  a  written  re- 
quest for  payment  is  made  in  such  other  form  as  may  be  permitted 
under  regulations,  no  later  than  the  close  of  the  calendar  year 
following  the  year  in  which  such  service  is  furnished  (deeming 
any  service  furnished  in  the  last  3  months  of  any  calendar  year  to 
have  been  furnished  in  the  succeeding  calendar  year)  ;". 
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(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  with  re- 
spect to  claims  on  which  a  final  determination  has  not  been  made  on  or 
before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

ELIMINATION  OF  REQUIREMENT  OF  PHYSICIAN  CERTIFICATION  IN  CASE  OF 
CERTAIN   HOSPITAL  SERVICES 

Sec  126.  (a)  Section  1814(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
Post  p«  848        amended  by  section  129(c)  (5)  of  this  Act)  is  amended — 

'  (1)  by  striking  out  subparagraph  (A)  of  paragraph  (2); 

(2)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (B),  (C),  (D),  and  (E) 
of  paragraph  (2)  as  subparagraphs  (A),  (B),  (C),  and  (D), 
respectively ; 

(3)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (3),  (4),  (5),  and  (6)  as  para- 
graphs (4),  (5),  (6), and  (7), respectively ; 

(4)  by  inserting  immediately  after  paragraph  (2)  the  follow- 
ing new  paragraph : 

"(3)  with  respect  to  inpatient  hospital  services  (other  than 
inpatient  psychiatric  hospital  services  and  inpatient  tuber- 
culosis hospital  services)  which  are  furnished  over  a  period  of 
time,  a  physician  certifies  that  such  services  are  required  to  be 
given  on  an  inpatient  basis  for  such  individual's  medical  treat- 
ment, or  that  inpatient  diagnostic  study  is  medically  required  and 
such  services  are  necessary  for  such  purpose,  except  that  (A) 
such  certification  shall  be  furnished  only  in  such  cases,  with  such 
frequency,  and  accompanied  by  such  supporting  material,  appro- 
priate to  the  cases  involved,  as  may  be  provided  by  regulations, 
and  (B)  the  first  such  certification  required  in  accordance  with 
clause  (A)  shall  be  furnished  no  later  than  the  20th  day  of  such 
period;";  and 

(5)  by  striking  out  "(D),  or  (E)"  in  the  last  sentence  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "or  (£>)". 

79  stat.  303.  (b)  Section  1835(a)(2)(B)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 
42  use  1395m.  after  "medical  and  other  health  services,"  the  following:  "except  serv- 
Post,  p.  847.     ices  described  in  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C)  of  section  1861(s)  (2),". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  services  furnished  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

INCLUSION  OF  PODIATRISTS'  SERVICES  UNDER  SUPPLEMENTARY 
MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

79  stat.  321.  Sec.  127.  (a)  Section  1861  (r)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
42  use  I395x.  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  "or  (2)  "and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(2)"; 
and 

(2)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: ",  or  (3)  except  for  the  purposes  of  section  1814(a), 
section  1835,  and  subsections  (j),  (k),  (m),  and  (o)  of  this  sec- 
tion, a  doctor  of  podiatry  or  surgical  chiropody,  but  (unless 
clause  (1)  of  this  subsection  also  applies  to  him)  only  with  respect 
to  functions  which  he  is  legally  authorized  to  perform  as  such  by 
the  State  in  which  he  performs  them". 

42  use  I395y.       (b)  Section  1862(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

( 1 )  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  ( 11)  ; 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (12) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  " ;  or" ;  and 

(3)  by  adding  after  paragraph  (12)  the  following  new 
paragraph : 

"(13)  where  such  expenses  are  for — 
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"(A)  the  treatment  of  flat  foot  conditions  and  the  prescrip- 
tion of  supportive  devices  therefor, 

"(B)  the  treatment  of  subluxations  of  the  foot,  or 
"(C)  routine  foot  care  (including  the  cutting  or  removal 
of  corns,  warts,  or  calluses,  the  trimming  of  nails,  and  other 
routine  hygienic  care)." 
(c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  services  furnished  after  December  31,  1967. 

EXCLUSION  OF  CERTAIN"  SERVICES 

Sec  128.  Section  1862(a)  (7)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  79  s tat.  325. 
by  inserting  after  "changing  eyeglasses,"  the  following:  "procedures  42  use  1395y. 
performed  (during  the  course  of  any  eye  examination)  to  determine 
the  refractive  state  of  the  eyes,". 

TRANSFER  OF  ALL  OUTPATIENT  HOSPITAL  SERVICES   TO  SUPPLEMENTARY 
MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

Sec  129.  (a)  Section  1861  (s)  (2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  42  use  I395x. 
amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  "(A)  "after  "(2)"; 

(2)  by  striking  out  "physicians'  bills"  and  all  that  follows  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "physicians'  bills; 

"(B)  hospital  services  (including  drugs  and  biologicals  which 
cannot,  as  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations,  be  self- 
administered)  incident  to  physicians'  services  rendered  to  out- 
patients; and 

"(C)  diagnostic  services  which  are — 

"(i)  furnished  to  an  individual  as  an  outpatient  by  a 
hospital  or  by  others  under  arrangements  with  them  made 
by  a  hospital,  and 

"(ii)  ordinarily  furnished  by  such  hospital  (or  by  others 
under  such  arrangements)  to  its  outpatients  for  the  purpose 
of  diagnostic  study;". 

(b)  Section  1861  (s)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  (after  and  below  paragraph  (11))  the  following  new 
sentence : 

"There  shall  be  excluded  from  the  diagnostic  services  specified  in 
paragraph  (2)  (C)  any  item  or  service  (except  services  referred  to 
in  paragraph  (1))  which — 

"(12)  would  not  be  included  under  subsection  (b)  if  it  were 
furnished  to  an  inpatient  of  a  hospital;  or 

"(13)  is  furnished  under  arrangements  referred  to  in  such  para- 
graph (2)  (C)  unless  furnished  in  the  hospital  or  in  other  facili- 
ties operated  by  or  under  the  supervision  of  the  hospital  or  its 
organized  medical  staff." 

(c)  (1)  Section  226(b)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out    79  stat.  290. 
"post-hospital  home  health  services,  and  outpatient  hospital  diagnos-    42  use  426. 
tic  services"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "and  post-hospital  home 

health  services". 

(2)  Section  1812(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended—  79  stat.  291. 

(A)  by  adding  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (2)  ;  42  use  I395d. 

(B)  by  striking  out  ";  and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (3)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period ;  and 

(C)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (4). 

(3)  Section  1813(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  para-    42  use  1395e. 
graph  (2),  and  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4)  as  para- 
graphs (2)  and  (3),  respectively. 
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79  Stat.  293.  W  (-^-)  Section  1813(b)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

42  use  I395e.       "or  diagnostic  study". 

(B)  The  first  sentence  of  section  1813(b)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "or  diagnostic  study". 
42  use  I395f.  (5)  (A)  Section  1814(a)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

Ante,  p.  846.  (i)  by  adding  "or"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (D)  ; 

(ii)  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (E)  ;  and 

(iii)  by  striking  out  subparagraph  (F). 

(  B)  The  last  sentence  of  section  1814(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "(E),  or  (F)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "or  (E)". 

(6)  (A)  Section  1814(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"or  outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  services". 
42  use  1395k.  (B)  Section  1832(a)(2)(B)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

out  "hospital"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "hospital  and  the  services 
infra.  for  which  payment  may  be  made  pursuant  to  section  1835(b)  (2)". 

42  use  1395_1.  (7)  Section  1833(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "(or  regarded  under  clause  (2)  as  incurred 
in  such  preceding  year  with  respect  to  services  furnished  in  such 
last  three  months)";  and 
P0St,  p,  850.  (B)  by  striking  out  ",  and  (2)"  and  all  that  follows  and  insert- 

ing in  lieu  thereof  a  period. 
79  stat.  303.  (8)  Section  1833(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "other 

42  use  13951..       than  subsection  (a)  (2)  (A)  thereof". 

42  use  1395m.  (9)  (A)  Section  1835(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

"Payment"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (b),  payment". 

(B)  Section  1835  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  redesignating 
subsection  (b)  as  subsection  (c),  and  by  inserting  after  subsection  (a) 
the  following  new  subsection : 
"(b)  (1)  Payment  may  also  be  made  to  any  hospital  for  services 

42  use  I395x.       described  in  section  1861  (s)  furnished  as  an  outpatient  service  by  a 

Ante,  p.  847.  hospital  or  by  others  under  arrangements  made  by  it  to  an  individual 
entitled  to  benefits  under  this  part  even  though  such  hospital  does 
not  have  an  agreement  in  effect  under  this  title  if  (A)  such  services 
were  emergency  services,  (B)  the  Secretary  would  be  required  to 
make  such  payment  if  the  hospital  had  such  an  agreement  in  effect 
and  otherwise  met  the  conditions  of  payment  hereunder,  and  (C) 

Post,  p.  857.  such  hospital  has  made  an  election  pursuant  to  section  1814(d)  (1)  (C) 
with  respect  to  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  emergency  services 
are  provided.  Such  payments  shall  be  made  only  in  the  amounts 
provided  under  section  1833(a)(2)  and  then  only  if  such  hospital 
agrees  to  comply,  with  respect  to  the  emergency  services  provided, 

42  USC  1395oo.      with  the  provisions  of  section  1866(a). 

"(2)  Payment  may  also  be  made  on  the  basis  of  an  itemized  bill 
to  an  individual  for  services  described  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sub- 
section if  (A)  payment  cannot  be  made  under  such  paragraph  (1) 
solely  because  the  hospital  does  not  elect,  in  accordance  with  section 
1814(d)(1)(C),  to  claim  such  payments  and  (B)  such  individual 
files  application  (submitted  within  such  time  and  in  such  form  and 
manner,  and  containing  and  supported  by  such  information  as  the 
Secretary  shall  by  regulations  prescribe)  for  reimbursement.  The 
amounts  payable  under  this  paragraph  shall,  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  section  1833,  be  equal  to  80  percent  of  the  hospital's  reasonable 
charges  for  such  services." 

42  use  I395x.  (C)  Section  1861(e)  of  such  Act  is  amended— 

(i)  by  striking  out  "except  for  purposes  of  section  1814(d)," 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "except  for  purposes  of  sections 
1814(d)  and  1835(b),";  and 
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(ii)  by  striking  out  "(including  determination  of  whether  an 
individual  received  inpatient  hospital  services  for  purposes  of 
such  section)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "and  1835(b)  (in- 
cluding determination  of  whether  an  individual  received  inpa- 
tient hospital  services  or  diagnostic  services  for  purposes  of  such 
sections) ". 

( 10)  Section  1861  (p)  of  such  Act  is  repealed.  Repeal. 

(11)  Section  1861 (y) (3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  ™  stat.  321. 
"1813(a)  (4)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1813(a)  (3)".  42  usc  1395*. 

(12)  (A)  Section  1866(a)(2)(A)  of  such  Act  is  amended—  42  use  139500. 
(1)  by  striking  out  ",  (a)  (2),  or  (a)  (4)"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

thereof  "or  (a)(3)";  and 

(ii)  by  striking  out  "or,  in  the  case  of  outpatient  hospital  diag- 
nostic services,  for  which  payment  is  made  under  part  A". 
(B)  Section  1866(a)(2)(C)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "1813(a)  (3)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1813(a)  (2)". 

(13)  Section  21(a)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1937  is   79  stat.  340. 
amended  by  striking  out  "post-hospital  home  health  services,  and  out-   45  usc  228s-2. 
patient  hospital  diagnostic  services"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "and 
post-hospital  home  health  services". 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  services  furnished  after  March  31,  1968,  except  that  subsection  (c) 
(5)  of  such  section  shall  become  effective  with  respect  to  services  fur- 
nished after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 


Ante,  p.  848. 


BILLING  1!Y  HOSPITAL  FOR  SERVICES  FURNISHED  TO  OUTPATIENTS 

Sec.  130.  (a)  Section  1835(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
amended  by  section  129(c)  (9)  (A)  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by 
striking  out  "Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (b),"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "Except  as  provided  in  subsections  (b)  and  (c),". 

(b)  Section  1835  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  section  129(c)(9) 
(B)  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  (as  re- 
designated) as  subsection  (d),  and  by  inserting  after  subsection  (b) 
the  following  new  subsection : 

"(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  this  section  and  sections 
1832,  1833,  and  1866(a)  (1)  (A),  a  hospital  may,  subject  to  such  limi-   42  usc  1395k, 
tations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  regulations,  collect  from  an  individual    1395_1,  139500. 
the  customary  charges  for  services  specified  in  section  1861  (s)  and   42  usc  I395x. 
furnished  to  him  by  such  hospital  as  an  outpatient,  but  only  if  such   Ante,  p.  847. 
charges  for  such  services  do  not  exceed  $50,  and  such  customary 
charges  shall  be  regarded  as  expenses  incurred  by  such  individual  with 
respect  to  which  benefits  are  payable  in  accordance  with  section  1833 
(a)  (1).  Payments  under  this  title  to  hospitals  which  have  elected  to  infra, 
make  collections  from  individuals  in  accordance  with  the  preceding 
sentence  shall  be  adjusted  periodically  to  place  the  hospital  in  the 
same  position  it  would  have  been  had  it  instead  been  reimbursed  in 
accordance  with  section  1833  (a)  (2) ." 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  services  furnished  after  March  31, 1968. 

PAYMENT  OF  REASONABLE  CHARGES  FOR  RADIOLOGICAL  OR  PATHOLOGICAL 
SERVICES  FURNISHED  BY  CERTAIN  PHYSICIANS  TO  HOSPITAL  INPATIENTS 

Seo.  131.  (a)  Section  1833(a)(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  79  stat.  302. 
amended—  42  use  13951. 

(1)  by  striking  out  "except  that"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"except  that  (A) ",  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "of  subsection  (b)"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "of  subsection  (b),  and  (B)  with  respect  to  expenses 
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incurred  for  radiological  or  pathological  services  for  which  pay- 
ment may  be  made  under  this  part,  furnished  to  an  inpatient  of  a 
hospital  by  a  physician  in  the  field  of  radiology  or  pathology,  the 
amounts  paid  shall  be  equal  to  100  percent  of  the  reasonable 
charges  for  such  services". 

(b)  Section  1833(b)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  section  129(c)  (7) 
Ante,  p.  848.  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  there- 
of the  following:  ",  and  (2)  such  total  amount  shall  not  include 
expenses  incurred  for  radiological  or  pathological  services  furnished 
to  such  individual  as  an  inpatient  of  a  hospital  by  a  physician  in  the 
field  of  radiology  or  pathology". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  services  furnished  after  March  31, 1968. 


PAYMENT  FOR  PURCHASE  OF  DURABLE   MEDICAL  EQUIPMENT 

79  Stat.  322.         Sec.  132.  (a)  Section  1861(s)(6)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
42  use  I395x.      amended  by  striking  out  "rental  of",  and  by  inserting  before  the  semi- 
colon at  the  end  thereof  the  following:    ,  whether  furnished  on  a 
rental  basis  or  purchased". 
42  use  1395^.  (b)  Section  1833  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 

thereof  the  following  new  subsection : 

"(f)  In  the  case  of  the  purchase  of  durable  medical  equipment  in- 
cluded under  section  1861  (s)  (6),  by  or  on  behalf  of  an  individual, 
payment  shall  be  made  in  such  amounts  as  the  Secretary  determines 
to  be  equivalent  to  payments  that  would  have  been  made  under  this 
part  had  such  equipment  been  rented  and  over  such  period  of  time 
as  the  Secretary  finds  such  equipment  would  be  used  for  such  individ- 
ual's medical  treatment,  except  that  with  respect  to  purchases  of  in- 
expensive equipment  (as  determined  by  the  Secretary)  payment  may 
be  made  in  a  lump  sum  if  the  Secretary  finds  that  such  method  of 
payment  is  less  costly  or  more  practical  than  periodic  payments." 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  only  with 
respect  to  items  purchased  after  December  31,  1967. 

PAYMENT  FOR  PHYSICAL  THERAPY  SERVICES  FURNISHED  TO  OUTPATIENTS 

Sec  133.  (a)  Section  1861  (s)  (2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
Ante,  p.  847.      amended  by  section  129  (a)  (2)  of  this  Act )  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (B) ; 

(2)  inserting  "and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (C) ;  and 

(3)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 

"  ( D)  outpatient  physical  therapy  services ;" 
(b)  Section  1861  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  after  subsec- 
tion (o)  the  following  new  subsection  (in  lieu  of  subsection  (p)  re- 
Ante,  p.  849.       pealed  by  section  129(c)  (10)  of  this  Act)  : 

"Outpatient  Physical  Therapy  Services 

"(p)  The  term  'outpatient  physical  therapy  services'  means  physical 
therapy  services  furnished  by  a  provider  of  services,  a  clinic,  rehabili- 
tation agency,  or  a  public  health  agency,  or  by  others  under  an  ar- 
rangement with,  and  under  the  supervision  of,  such  provider,  clinic, 
rehabilitation  agency,  or  public  health  agency  to  an  individual  as  an 
outpatient — 

"(1)  who  is  under  the  care  of  a  physician  (as  defined  in  section 
1861(r)(l)),and 

"(2)  with  respect  to  whom  a  plan  prescribing  the  type,  amount, 
and  duration  of  physical  therapy  services  that  are  to  be  fur- 
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nished  such  individual  lias  been  established,  and  is  periodically 
reviewed,  by  a  physician  (as  so  defined)  ; 
excluding,  however — 

"(3)  any  item  or  service  if  it  would  not  be  included  under  sub- 
section (b)  if  furnished  to  an  inpatient  of  a  hospital;  and 
"  (4)  any  such  service — 

"(A)  if  furnished  by  a  clinic  or  rehabilitation  agency, 
or  by  others  under  arrangements  with  such  clinic  or  agency, 
unless  such  clinic  or  rehabilitation  agency — 

"(i)  provides  an  adequate  program  of  physical  ther- 
apy services  for  outpatients  and  has  the  facilities  and 
personnel  required  for  such  program  or  required  for  the 
supervision  of  such  a  program,  in  accordance  with  such 
requirements  as  the  Secretary  may  specify, 

"(ii)  has  policies,  established  by  a  group  of  profes- 
sional personnel,  including  one  or  more  physicians 
(associated  with  the  clinic  or  rehabilitation  agency)  and 
one  or  more  qualified  physical  therapists,  to  govern 
the  services  (referred  to  in  clause  (i) )  it  provides, 
"(iii)  maintains  clinical  records  on  all  patients, 
"(iv)  if  such  clinic  or  agency  is  situated  in  a  State  in 
which  State  or  applicable  local  law  provides  for  the 
licensing  of  institutions  of  this  nature,  (I)  is  licensed 
pursuant  to  such  law,  or  (II)  is  approved  by  the  agency 
of  such  State  or  locality  responsible  for  licensing  insti- 
tutions of  this  nature,  as  meeting  the  standards  estab- 
lished for  such  licensing;  and 

"(v)  meets  such  other  conditions  relating  to  the  health 
and  safety  of  individuals  who  are  furnished  services  by 
such  clinic  or  agency  on  an  outpatient  basis,  as  the  Sec- 
retary may  find  necessary,  or 
"(B)  if  furnished  by  a  public  health  agency,  unless  such 
agency  meets  such  other  conditions  relating  to  health  and 
safety  of  individuals  who  are  furnished  services  by  such 
agency  on  an  outpatient  basis,  as  the  Secretary  may  find 
necessary." 

(c)  Section  1866  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there- 
of the  following  new  subsection : 

"(e)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  'provider  of  services' 
shall  include  a  clinic,  rehabilitation  agency,  or  public  health  agency  if, 
in  the  case  of  a  clinic  or  rehabilitation  agency,  such  clinic  or  agency 
meets  the  requirements  of  section  1861  (p)  (4)  (A),  or  if,  in  the  case  of 
a  public  health  agency,  such  agency  meets  the  requirements  of  section 
1861  (p)  (4)  (B),  but  only  with  respect  to  the  furnishing  of  outpatient 
physical  therapy  services  (as  therein  defined)." 

(d)  Section  1832(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 

(1)  deleting  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (2)  (A)  thereof; 

(2)  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following :  " ;  and" ;  and 

(3)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subpara- 
graph : 

"(C)  outpatient  physical  therapy  services." 

(e)  Section  1835(a)  (2)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  section  126(b) 
of  this  Act)  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (A)  ; 

(2)  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following :  " ;  and" ; 

(3)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subparagraph : 
"(C)  in  the  case  of  outpatient  physical  therapy  services, 

(i)  such  services  are  or  were  required  because  the  individual 
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needed  physical  therapy  services  on  an  outpatient  basis,  (ii) 
a  plan  for  furnishing  such  services  has  been  established,  and 
is  periodically  reviewed,  by  a  physician,  and  (iii)  such  serv- 
ices are  or  were  furnished  while  the  individual  is  or  was  under 
the  care  of  a  physician." ; 

(4)  striking  out  "(B)  and  (C)  of  section  1861(s)(2)"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(B),  (C),  and  (D)  of  section 
1861(s)(2)";and 

(5)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence :  "For 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  'provider  of  services'  shall  in- 
clude a  clinic,  rehabilitation  agency,  or  public  health  agency  if, 
in  the  case  of  a  clinic  or  rehabilitation  agency,  such  clinic  or 
agency  meets  the  requirements  of  section  1861  (p)  (4)  (A),  or  if, 
in  the  case  of  a  public  health  agency,  such  agency  meets  the  re- 
quirements of  section  1861  (p)  (4)  (B),  but  only  with  respect  to 
the  furnishing  of  outpatient  physical  therapy  services  (as  therein 
defined)." 

(f)  The  first  sentence  of  section  1864(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  before  the  period  the  following:  ",  or  whether  a  clinic,  re- 
habilitation agency  or  public  health  agency  meets  the  requirements  of 
subparagraph  (A)  or  (B),  as  the  case  may  be,  of  section  1861(p)(4)". 

(g)  The  amendments  made  by  the  preceding  subsections  of  this  sec- 
tion shall  apply  to  services  furnished  after  June  30, 1968. 


PAYMENT  FOR  CERTAIN  PORTABLE  X-RAY  SERVICES 

42  USC  I395x.  Sec.  134.  (a)  Section  1861  (s)  (3)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "diagnostic  X-ray  tests,"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  "diagnostic  X-ray  tests  (including  tests 
under  the  supervision  of  a  physician,  furnished  in  a  place  of  residence 
used  as  the  patient's  home,  if  the  performance  of  such  tests  meets 
such  conditions  relating  to  health  and  safety  as  the  Secretary  may 
find  necessary),". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  with  re- 
spect to  services  furnished  after  December  31,  1967. 


BLOOD  DEDUCTIBLES 


Ante,  p.  847. 


Ante,  p.  849. 


Sec.  135.  (a)  (1)  Section  1813(a)  (2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
redesignated  by  section  129(c)  (3)  of  this  Act)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

"(2)  The  amount  payable  to  any  provider  of  services  under  this 
part  for  services  furnished  an  individual  during  any  spell  of  illness 
shall  be  further  reduced  by  a  deduction  equal  to  the  cost  of  the  first 
three  pints  of  whole  blood  (or  equivalent  quantities  of  packed  red 
blood  cells,  as  defined  under  regulations)  furnished  to  him  as  part  of 
such  services  during  such  spell  of  illness. 

(b)  Section  1866(a)(2)(C)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  section 
129(c)  (12)  (B)  of  this  Act)  isamended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "may  also  charge"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "may  in  accordance  with  its  customary  practice  also 
appropriately  charge" ; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  "whole  blood"  the  following:  "(or 
equivalent  quantities  of  packed  red  blood  cells,  as  defined  under 
regulations)"; 

(3)  by  inserting  after  "blood"  where  it  appears  in  clauses  (i), 
(ii),  and  (iii)  the  following:  "(or  equivalent  quantities  of  packed 
red  blood  cells,  as  so  defined)";  and 

(4)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence : 
"For  purposes  of  clause  (iii)  of  the  preceding  sentence,  whole 
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blood  (or  equivalent  quantities  of  packed  red  blood  cells,  as  so 
defined)  furnished  an  individual  shall  be  deemed  replaced  when 
the  provider  of  services  is  given  one  pint  of  blood  for  each  pint 
of  blood  (or  equivalent  quantities  of  packed  red  blood  cells,  as  so 
defined)  furnished  such  individual  with  respect  to  which  a  deduc- 
tion is  imposed  under  section  1813  (a)  (2)."  Ante>  P»  852« 

(c)  Section  1833(b)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  sections  129(c)  (7)  Ante,  pp. 
and  131(b)  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  848>  ^<> 
following  new  sentence:  "The  total  amount  of  the  expenses  incurred 

by  an  individual  as  determined  under  the  preceding  sentence  shall, 
after  the  reduction  specified  in  such  sentence,  be  further  reduced  by 
an  amount  equal  to  the  expenses  incurred  for  the  first  three  pints 
of  whole  blood  (or  equivalent  quantities  of  packed  red  blood  cells,  as 
defined  under  regulations)  furnished  to  the  individual  during  the  cal- 
endar year,  except  that  such  deductible  for  such  blood  shall  in  accord- 
ance with  regulations  be  appropriately  reduced  to  the  extent  that  there 
has  been  a  replacement  of  such  blood  (or  equivalent  quantities  of 
packed  red  blood  cells,  as  so  defined) ;  and  for  such  purposes  blood 
(or  equivalent  quantities  of  packed  red  blood  cells,  as  so  defined) 
furnished  such  individual  shall  be  deemed  replaced  when  the  institu- 
tion or  other  person  furnishing  such  blood  (or  such  equivalent  quan- 
tities of  packed  red  blood  cells,  as  so  defined)  is  given  one  pint  of  blood 
for  each  pint  of  blood  (or  equivalent  quantities  of  packed  red  blood 
cells,  as  so  defined)  furnished  such  individual  with  respect  to  which  a 
deduction  is  made  under  this  sentence." 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  payment  for  blood  (or  packed  red  blood  cells)  furnished  an  indi- 
vidual after  December  31, 1967. 

ENROLLMENT  UNDER  SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 
BASED  ON  ALLEGED  DATE  OF  ATTAINING  AGE  65 

Sec.  136.  (a)  Section  1837(d)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  79  Stat.  304; 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  "Where  the   80  Stat.  105. 
Secretary  finds  that  an  individual  who  has  attained  age  65  failed  to   42  usc  I395p. 
enroll  under  this  part  during  his  initial  enrollment  period  (based  on 
a  determination  by  the  Secretary  of  the  month  in  which  such  individual 
attained  age  65),  because  such  individual  (relying  on  documentary 
evidence)  was  mistaken  as  to  his  correct  date  of  birth,  the  Secretary 
shall  establish  for  such  individual  an  initial  enrollment  period  based 
on  his  attaining  age  65  at  the  time  shown  in  such  documentary  evi- 
dence (with  a  coverage  period  determined  under  section  1838  as  though 
he  had  attained  such  age  at  that  time) ." 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  to  indi- 
viduals enrolling  under  part  B  of  title  XVIII  in  months  beginning  42  usc  I395j- 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  I395w. 

EXTENSION   BY   60   DAYS   DURING  INDIVIDUAL'S   LIFETIME  OF  MAXIMUM 
DURATION  OF  BENEFITS  FOR  INPATIENT  HOSPITAL  SERVICES 

Sec.  137.  (a)(1)  Section  1812(a)(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  42  usc  i395d. 
amended  by  striking  out  "up  to  90  days  during  any  spell  of  illness" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "up  to  150  days  during  any  spell  of  ill- 
ness minus  1  day  for  each  day  of  inpatient  hospital  services  in  excess 
of  90  received  during  any  preceding  spell  of  illness  (if  such  individual 
was  entitled  to  have  payment  for  such  services  made  under  this  part 
unless  he  specifies  in  accordance  with  regulations  of  the  Secretary  that 
he  does  not  desire  to  have  such  payment  made) ". 

(2)  Section  1812(b)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "for 
90  days  during  such  spell"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "for  150  days 
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during  such  spell  minus  1  day  for  each  day  of  inpatient  hospital  serv- 
ices in  excess  of  90  received  during  any  preceding  spell  of  illness  (if 
such  individual  was  entitled  to  have  payment  for  such  services  made 
under  this  part  unless  he  specifies  in  accordance  with  regulations  of 
the  Secretary  that  he  does  not  desire  to  have  such  payment  made)"'. 

(b)  The  second  sentence  of  section  1813(a)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows:  "Such  amount  shall  be  further  reduced  by  a 
coinsurance  amount  equal  to — 

"(A)  one-fourth  of  the  inpatient  hospital  deductible  for  each 
day  (before  the  91st  day)  on  which  such  individual  is  furnished 
such  services  during  such  spell  of  illness  after  such  services  have 
been  furnished  to  him  for  60  days  during  such  spell ;  and 

•'(B)  one-half  of  the  inpatient  hospital  deductible  for  each  day 
(before  the  day  following  the  last  day  for  which  such  individual 
is  entitled  under  section  1812(a)  (1)  to  have  payment  made  on 
his  behalf  for  inpatient  hospital  services  during  such  spell  of  ill- 
ness) on  which  such  individual  is  furnished  such  services  dur- 
ing such  spell  of  illness  after  such  services  have  been  furnished  to 
him  for  90  days  during  such  spell ; 
except  that  the  reduction  under  this  sentence  for  any  day  shall  not  ex- 
ceed the  charges  imposed  for  that  day  with  respect  to  such  individual 
for  such  services  (and  for  this  purpose,  if  the  customary  charges  for 
such  services  are  greater  than  the  charges  so  imposed,  such  customary 
charges  shall  be  considered  to  be  the  charges  so  imposed)." 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  services  furnished  after  December  31,  1967. 

LIMITATION  OX  SPECIAL  REDUCTION  IN  ALLOWABLE  DAYS  OF  INPATIENT 
HOSPITAL  SERVICES 

Sec.  138.  (a)  Section  1812(c)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "in  the  90-day  period  immediately  before  such  first 
day  shall  be°included  in  determining  the  90-day  limit  under  subsection 
(b)(1)  (but  not  in  determining  the  190-day  limit  under  subsection 
(b)  (3))"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "in  the  150-day  period  imme- 
diately before  such  first  day  shall  be  included  in  determining  the  num- 
ber of  days  limit  under  subsection  (b)  (1)  insofar  as  such  limit  applies 
to  (1)  inpatient  psychiatric  hospital  services  and  inpatient  tuberculosis 
hospital  services,  or  (2)  inpatient  hospital  services  for  an  individual 
who  is  an  inpatient  primarily  for  the  diagnosis  or  treatment  of  mental 
illness  or  tuberculosis  (but  shall  not  be  included  in  determining  such 
number  of  days  limit  insofar  as  it  applies  to  other  inpatient  hospital 
services  or  in  determining  the  190-day  limit  under  subsection  (b) 
(3))". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  payment  for  services  furnished  after  December  31, 1967. 

TRANSITIONAL   PROVISION   ON  ELIGIBILITY   OF   PRESENTLY  UNINSURED 
INDIVIDUALS   FOR  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  BENEFITS 

Sec.  139.  Section  103(a)  (2)  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1965  is  amended  bv  striking  out  "1965"  in  clause  (B)  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "1966". 

ADVISORY  COUNCIL  TO  STUDY  COVERAGE  OF  THE  DISABLED 
UNDER  TITLE   XVin  OF  THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY'  ACT 

Sec.  140.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
shall  appoint  an  Advisory  Council  to  study  the  need  for  coverage  of 
the  disabled  under  the  health  insurance  program  of  title  XVIII  of  the 
Social  Security  Act. 
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Compensation, 
travel  ex- 
penses , 


80  Stat,  499. 


(b)  The  Council  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Secretary  during  1968 

without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  gov-    80  stat.  417. 
erning  appointments  in  the  competitive  service  and  shall  consist  of  12    5  use  3301 
persons  who  shall,  to  the  extent  possible,  represent  organizations  of    et  seq. 
employers  and  employees  in  equal  numbers,  and  represent  self-em- 
ployed persons  and  the  public. 

(c)  The  Council  is  authorized  to  engage  such  technical  assistance, 
including  actuarial  services,  as  may  be  required  to  carry  out  its  func- 
tions, and  the  Secretary  shall,  in  addition,  make  available  to  such 
Council  such  secretarial,  clerical,  and  other  assistance  and  such  actu- 
arial and  other  pertinent  data  prepared  by  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  as  it  may  require  to  carry  out  such  functions. 

(d)  Members  of  the  Council,  while  serving  on  the  business  of  the 
Council  (inclusive  of  travel  time),  shall  receive  compensation  at  rates 
fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceeding  $100  per  day  and,  while  so 
serving  away  from  their  homes  or  regular  places  of  business,  they  may 
be  allowed  travel  expenses,  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence, 
as  authorized  by  section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  for  per- 
sons in  the  Government  employed  intermittently. 

(e)  The  Council  shall  make  findings  on  the  unmet  need  of  the  dis- 
abled for  health  insurance,  on  the  costs  involved  in  providing  the  dis- 
abled with  insurance  protection  to  cover  the  cost  of  hospital  and  medi- 
cal services,  and  on  the  ways  of  financing  this  insurance.  The  Council 
shall  submit  a  report  of  its  findings  to  the  Secretary  not  later  than 
January  1,  1969,  together  with  recommendations  on  how  such  protec- 
tion should  be  financed  and,  if  such  financing  is  to  be  accomplished 
through  the  trust  funds  established  under  title  XVIII  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  on  the  extent  to  which  each  of  such  trust  funds  should 
bear  the  cost  of  such  financing.  Such  report  shall  thereupon  be  trans- 
mitted to  the  Congress  and  to  the  Boards  of  Trustees  created  by  sec- 
tions 1817(b)  and  1841(b)  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  After  the  date 
of  transmittal  to  the  Congress  of  the  report,  the  Council  shall  cease  to 
exist. 

STUDY  TO  DETERMINE  FEASIBILITY  OF  INCLU8ION  OF  CERTAIN  ADDITIONAL 
SERVICES  UNDER  PART  B  OF  TITLE  XVIII  OF  THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT 

Sec.  141.  The  Secretary  shall  make  a  study  relating  to  the  inclusion 
under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program  (part  B  of  title 
XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act)  of  services  of  additional  types  of    42  use  1395 j- 
licensed  practitioners  performing  health  services  in  independent  prac-  I395w. 
tice.  The  Secretary  shall  make  a  report  to  the  Congress  prior  to  Jan-    Report  to 
uary  1,  1969,  of  his  finding  with  respect  to  the  need  for  covering,  Congress, 
under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program,  any  of  the 
various  types  of  services  such  practitioners  perform  and  the  costs  to 
such  program  of  covering  such  additional  services,  and  shall  make 
recommendations  as  to  tbe  priority  and  method  for  covering  these 
services  and  the  measures  that  should  be  adopted  to  protect  the  health 
and  safety  of  the  individuals  to  whom  such  services  would  be  fur- 
nished. 


79  Stat.  291. 
42  USC  1395- 
139  511,. 
Report  to 
Congress. 
42  USC  13951, 
1395t. 

Expiration  date 


PROVISIONS  FOR  BENEFITS  UNDER  PART  A  OF  TITLE  XVIII  OF  THE  SOCIAL 
SECLJRITY  ACT  FOR  SERVICES  TO  PATIENTS  ADMITTED  PRIOR  TO  1968  TO 
CERTAIN  HOSPITALS 

Sec.  142.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  title  XVIII  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  an  individualwho  is  entitled  to  hospital  insurance 
benefits  under  section  226  of  such  Act  may,  subject  to  subsections  (b) 
and  (c),  receive,  on  the  basis  of  an  itemized  bill,  reimbursement  for 
charges  to  him  for  inpatient  hospital  services  (as  defined  in  section 


79  Stat.  290. 
42  USC  426. 
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79  Stat.  313.  of  such  Act,  but  without  regard  to  subsection  (e)  of  such  sec- 

42  use  I395x.      tion)  furnished  by,  or  under  arrangements  (as  denned  in  section 
1861  (w)  of  such  Act  )  with,  a  hospital  if — 

(1)  the  hospital  did  not  have  an  agreement  in  effect  under 
42  use  1395oo.  section  1866  of  such  Act  but  would  have  been  eligible  for  payment 
42  use  l395o-  under  part  A  of  title  XVIII  of  such  Act  with  respect  to  such 
13951.                     services  if  at  the  time  such  services  were  furnished  the  hospital 

had  such  an  agreement  in  effect ; 

(2)  the  hospital  (A)  meets  the  requirements  of  paragraphs  (5) 
and  (7)  of  section  1861(e)  of  such  Act,  (B)  is  not  primarily 
engaged  in  providing  the  services  described  in  section  1861  (j) 
(1)  (A)  of  such  Act,  and  (C)  is  primarily  engaged  in  providing, 
by  or  under  the  supervision  of  individuals  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (1)  of  section  1861(r)  of  such  Act,  to  inpatients  (i) 
diagnostic  services  and  therapeutic  services  for  medical  diagnosis, 
treatment,  and  care  of  injured,  disabled,  or  sick  persons,  or  (ii) 
rehabilitation  services  for  the  rehabilitation  of  injured,  disabled, 
or  sick  persons ; 

(3)  the  hospital  did  not  meet  the  requirements  that  must  be 
met  to  permit  payment  to  the  hospital  under  part  A  of  title 
XVIII  of  such  Act ;  and 

(4)  an  application  is  filed  (submitted  in  such  form  and  manner 
and  by  such  person,  and  containing  and  supported  by  such  infor- 
mation, as  the  Secretary  shall  by  regulations  prescribe)  for  re- 
imbursement before  January  1, 1969. 

(b)  Payments  under  this  section  may  not  be  made  for  inpatient 
hospital  services  (as  described  in  subsection  (a))  furnished  to  an 
individual — 

(1)  prior  to  July  1,1966, 

(2)  after  December  31,  1967,  unless  furnished  with  respect  to 
an  admission  to  the  hospital  prior  to  January  1,  1968,  and 

(3)  for  more  than — 

(A)  90  days  in  any  spell  of  illness,  but  only  if  (i)  prior  to 
January  1, 1969,  the  hospital  furnishing  such  services  entered 
into  an  agreement  under  section  1866  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  and  (ii)  the  hospital's  plan  for  utilization  review,  as  pro- 
vided for  in  section  1861  (k)  of  such  Act,  has,  in  accordance 

42  use  I395f.  with  section  1814  of  such  Act,  been  applied  to  the  services 

furnished  such  individual,  or 

(B)  20  days  in  any  spell  of  illness,  if  the  hospital  did  not 
meet  the  conditions  of  clauses  (i)  and  (ii)  of  subparagraph 
(A). 

(c)  (1)  The  amounts  payable  in  accordance  with  subsection  (a)  with 
respect  to  inpatient  hospital  services  shall,  subject  to  paragraph  (2) 
of  this  subsection,  be  paid  from  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  in  amounts  equal  to  60  percent  of  the  hospital's  reasonable 
charges  for  routine  services  furnished  in  the  accommodations  occupied 
by  the  individual  or  in  semi-private  accommodations  (as  defined  in 
section  1861  (v)  (4)  of  the  Social  Security  Act)  whichever  is  less,  plus 
80  percent  of  the  hospital's  reasonable  charges  for  ancillary  services. 
If  separate  charges  for  routine  and  ancillary  services  are  not  made  by 
the  hospital,  reimbursement  may  be  based  on  two-thirds  of  the  hos- 
pital's reasonable  charges  for  the  services  received  but  not  to  exceed 
the  charges  which  would  have  been  made  if  the  patient  had  occupied 

"Routine  semi-private  accommodations  (as  so  defined) .  For  purposes  of  the  pre- 

servioes."        ceding  provisions  of  this  paragraph,  the  term  "routine  services"  shall 
mean  the  regidar  room,  dietary,  and  nursing  services,  minor  medical 
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"Inpatient 
hospital  serv- 
ices." 

42  USC  1395x. 


and  surgical  supplies  and  the  use  of  equipment  and  facilities  for 
which  a  separate  charge  is  not  customarily  made;  the  term  "ancillary  "Ancillary 
services''  shall  mean  those  special  services  for  which  charges  are  cus-  services." 
tomarily  made  in  addition  to  routine  services. 

(2)  Before  applying  paragraph  (1),  payments  made  under  this 
section  shall  be  reduced  to  the  extent  provided  for  under  section  1813 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  in  the  case  of  benefits  payable  to  providers    79  stat.  292. 
of  services  under  part  A  of  title  XVIII  of  such  Act.  42  use  I395e. 

(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section- —  42  use  1395c- 

(1)  the  90-day  period,  referred  to  in  subsection  (b)(3)(A),  13351. 
shall  be  reduced  by  the  number  of  days  of  inpatient  hospital 
services  furnished  to  such  individual  during  the  spell  of  illness, 
referred  to  therein,  and  with  respect  to  which  he  was  entitled  to 

have  payment  made  under  part  A  of  title  XVIII  of  the  Social 
Security  Act ; 

(2)  the  20-day  period,  referred  to  in  subsection  (b)  (3)  (B) 
shall  be  reduced  by  the  number  of  days  in  excess  of  70  days  of 
inpatient  hospital  services  furnished  during  the  spell  of  illness, 
referred  to  therein,  and  with  respect  to  which  such  individual 
was  entitled  to  have  payment  made  under  such  part  A; 

(3)  the  term  "'spell  of  illness'"  shall  have  the  meaning  assigned 
to  it  by  subsection  (a)  of  section  1861  of  such  Act  except  that  the 
term  "inpatient  hospital  services"  as  it  appears  in  such  subsection 
shall  have  the  meaning  assigned  to  it  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section. 

PAYMENTS  FOR  EMERGENCY  HOSPITAL  SERVICES 

Sec.  143.  (a)  The  second  sentence  following  paragraph  (8)  of  sec- 
tion 1861(e)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"which  meets  the  requirement  of  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  (3),  (4),  (5) 
and  (7)  of  this  subsection"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "which  (i) 
meets  the  requirements  of  paragraphs  (5)  and  (7)  of  this  subsection, 
(ii)  is  not  primarily  engaged  in  providing  the  services  described  in  sec- 
tion 1861  (])  (1)  (A)  and  (iii)  is  primarily  engaged  in  providing,  by  or 
under  the  supervision  of  individuals  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  of 
section  1861  (r),  to  inpatients  diagnostic  services  and  therapeutic 
services  for  medical  diagnosis,  treatment,  and  care  of  injured,  disabled, 
or  sick  persons,  or  rehabilitation  services  for  the  rehabilitation  of  in- 
jured, disabled,  or  sick  persons." 

(b)  That  portion  of  section  1812(a)  of  such  Act  that  precedes  para- 
graph (1)  thereof  is  amended  by  inserting  "or,  in  the  case  of  payments    42  use  I395d. 
referred  to  in  section  1814(d)  (2)  to  him"  after  "on  his  behalf".  Post,  p.  858. 

(c)  Section  1814(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by —  79  stat.  296. 

(1)  striking  out  "Payments"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(1)    42  use  I395f. 
Payments" ; 

(2)  deleting  "furnished"  and  inserting  "furnished  in  a  calendar 
year" ; 

(3)  deleting  "and"  at  the  end  of  clause  (A)  and  inserting  a 
comma  in  lieu  thereof; 

(4)  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  of  the  first  sentence 
the  following:  ",  and  (C)  such  hospital  has  elected  to  claim  pay- 
ments for  allsuch  inpatient  emergency  services  and  for  the  emer- 
gency outpatient  services  referred  to  in  section  1835(b)  furnished  Ante, 
during  such  year" :  and 

(5)  adding  at  the  end  of  such  section  1814(d)  the  following 
new  paragraphs : 


848. 
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"(2)  Payment  may  be  made  on  the  basis  of  an  itemized  bill  to  an  in- 
79  Stat.  290.  dividual  entitled  to  hospital  insurance  benefits  under  section  226  for 
42  use  426.  services  described  in  paragraph  (1)  which  are  emergency  services  if 
(A)  payment  cannot  be  made  under  paragraph  (1)  solely  because  the 
hospital  does  not  elect  to  claim  such  payment,  ami  (  B)  such  individual 
files  application  (submitted  within  such  time  and  in  such  form  and 
manner  and  by  such  person,  and  containing  and  supported  by  such  in- 
formation as  the  Secretary  shall  by  regulations  prescribe)  for  reim- 
bursement. 

"(3)  The  amounts  payable  under  the  preceding  paragraph  with 
respect  to  services  described  therein  shall,  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
42  use  1395e.      section  1818,  be  equal  to  60  percent  of  the  hospital's  reasonable  charges 
for  routine  services  furnished  in  the  accommodations  occupied  by  the 
individual  or  in  semiprivate  accommodations  (as  defined  in  section 
42  USC  I395x.      1861(v)  (4)),  whichever  is  less,  plus  80  percent  of  the  hospital's  rea- 
sonable charges  for  ancillary  services.  If  separate  charges  for  routine 
and  ancillary  services  are  not  made  by  the  hospital,  reimbursement 
ma}-  be  based  on  two-thirds  of  the  hospital's  reasonable  charges  for  the 
services  received  but  not  to  exceed  the  charges  which  would  have  been 
"Routine  made  if  the  patient  had  occupied  semiprivate  accommodations.  For 

services."  purposes  of  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  paragraph,  the  term  'rou- 

tine services'  shall  mean  the  regular  room,  dietary,  and  nursing  serv- 
ices, minor  medical  and  surgical  supplies  and  the  use  of  equipment  and 
"Ancillary  facilities  for  which  a  separate  charge  is  not  customarily  made;  the 

sen/ices."  term  •ancillary  services'  shall  mean  those  special  services  for  which 

charges  are  customarily  made  in  addition  to  routine  services." 

(dj  The  provisions  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be- 
come effective  as  of  July  1,  1966,  and  the  provisions  made  by  subsec- 
tions (b)  and  (c)  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  services  furnished  with 
respect  to  admissions  occurring  after  December  31, 1967,  and  to  out- 
patient hospital  diagnostic  services  furnished  after  December  31, 1967, 
and  before  April  1,  1968. 

PAYMENT  UNDER  SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM  FOR 
CERTAIN   INPATIENT  ANCILLARY  SERVICES 

Sec.  144.  (a)  So  much  of  section  1861  (s)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
79  Stat.  321.      which  precedes  paragraph  (1)  is  amended  by  striking  out  ''(unless 
42  use  1395x.     they  would  otherwise  constitute  inpatient  hospital  services,  extended 
care  services,  or  home  health  services)". 

(b)  The  sentence  immediately  following  paragraph  (9)  of  section 
1861 (s)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  after  ''hospital"  the 
following :  "(which,  for  purposes  of  this  sentence,  means  an  institution 
considered  a  hospital  for  purposes  of  section  1814(d))". 

(c)  Section  1861  (s)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  (after  and  below  paragraph  (13)  as  added  to  such  section  by 
section  129(b)  of  this  Act)  the  following  new  sentence:  "None  of  the 
items  and  services  referred  to  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  (other  than 

Ar.te,  p. 847.  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  (A))  of  this  subsection  which  are  furnished 
to  a  patient  of  an  institution  which  meets  the  definition  of  a  hospital 

42  use  I395f.  for  purposes  of  section  1814(d)  shall  be  included  unless  such  other 
conditions  are  met  as  the  Secretary  may  find  necessary  relating  to 
health  and  safety  of  individuals  with  respect  to  whom  such  items 
and  services  are  furnished." 

(d )  Section  1861  (s)  (6)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "as 
his  home"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "as  his  home  other  than  an 
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institution  that  meets  the  requirements  of  subsection  (e)  (1)  or  (j)  (1) 
of  this  section". 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  services  furnished  after  March  31, 1968. 


GENERAL  ENROLLMENT  PERIOD  UNDER  TITLE  XVIII 


Sec.  145.  (a)  Section  1837(b)(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  79  Stat.  304. 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  42  use  I395p. 

"(1)  Xo  individual  may  enroll  for  the  first  time  under  this  part 
unless  he  does  so  in  a  general  enrollment  period  (as  provided  in  sub- 
section (e) )  which  begins  within  3  years  after  the  close  of  the  first 
enrollment  period  during  which  he  could  have  enrolled  under  this 
part." 

(b)  Section  lS37(e)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"(e)  There  shall  be  a  general  enrollment  period,  after  the  period 

described  in  subsection  (c),  during  the  period  beginning  on  January 
1  and  ending  on  March  31  of  each  year  beginning  with  1969." 

(c)  Section  1838(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by —  42  use  I395q. 

(1)  striking  out  in  paragraph  (1)  the  following:  ",  during  a 
general  enrollment  period  described  in  section  1837(e),";  and 

(2)  striking  out  "December  31  of  the  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "'the  calendar  quarter  following  the  calendar  quarter". 

(d)  Section  1839(b)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  42  use  I395r. 
"(2)  The  Secretary  shall,  during  December  1968  and  of  each  year 

thereafter,  determine  and  promulgate  the  dollar  amount  (whether  or 
not  such  dollar  amount  was  applicable  for  premiums  for  any  prior 
month)  which  shall  be  applicable  for  premiums  for  months  occurring 
in  the  12-month  period  commencing  July  1  in  each  succeeding  year. 
Such  dollar  amount  shall  be  such  amount  as  the  Secretary  estimates  to 
be  necessary  so  that  the  aggregate  premiums  for  such  12-month  period 
will  equal  one-half  of  the  total  of  the  benefits  and  administrative  costs 
which  he  estimates  will  be  payable  from  the  Federal  Supplementary 
Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund  for  such  12-month  period.  In  estimat- 
ing aggregate  benefits  payable  for  any  period,  the  Secretary  shall  in- 
clude an  appropriate  amount  for  a  contingency  margin.  Whenever 
the  Secretary,  pursuant  to  the  preceding  sentence,  promulgates  the 
dollar  amount  which  shall  be  applicable  for  premiums  for  any  period, 
he  shall,  at  the  time  such  promulgation  is  announced,  issue  a  public 
statement  setting  forth  the  actuarial  assumptions  and  bases  employed 
by  him  in  arriving  at  the  amount  of  premiums  so  promulgated." 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  shall 
become  effective  April  1,  1968.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 2  of  Public  Law  90-97,  the  amendments  made  by  subsection  (d)   Ante>  P«  249« 
shall  become  effective  December  1,  1968. 

ELIMINATION  OF  SPECIAL  REDUCTION  IN  ALLOWABLE  DAYS  OF  INPATIENT 
HOSPITAL  SERVICES  FOR  PATIENTS  IN  TUBERCULOSIS  HOSPITALS 

Sec  146.  (a)  Section  1812(c)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  amended 
by  section  138  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended —  Ante,  p.  854. 

(1)  by  striking  out  "a  psychiatric  hospital  or  a  tuberculosis 
hospital"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "a  psychiatric  hospital", 

(2)  by  striking  out  "and  inpatient  tuberculosis  hospital  serv- 
ices", and 

( 3 )  by  striking  out  "or  tuberculosis". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  with 
respect  to  payment  for  services  furnished  after  December  31,  1967. 
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Part  4 — Miscellaneous  and  Technical  Amendments 


ELIGIBILITY  OF  ADOPTED  CHILD  FOR  MONTHLY  BENEFITS 

Sec.  150.  (ii)  The  second  sentence  of  section  216(e)  of  the  Social 
72  Stat.  1028.     Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "before  the  end  of  two  years 
42  use  416,         after  the  day  on  which  such  individual  died  or  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "only  if  (A)  proceedings 
for  the  adoption  of  the  child  had  been  instituted  by  such  individual 
before  his  death,  or  (B)  such  child  was  adopted  by  such  individual's 
surviving  spouse  before  the  end  of  two  years  after  (i)  the  day  on 
which  such  individual  died  or  (ii)  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Social 
42  use  302  Security  Amendments  of  1958'". 

note.  (b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  with  re- 

spect to  monthly  benefits  payable  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
42  use  401-  Act  for  months  after  January  1968,  but  only  on  the  basis  of  an 
428»  Ante,  application  filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted, 

p.  833. 

CRITERIA  FOR  DETERMINING  CHILD'S  DEPENDENCY  ON  MOTHER 

64  Stat.  484.  Sec.  1^1.  (a)  Section  202(d)(3)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
42  use  402.  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  "or  his  mother  or  adopting  mother"  after  "his 
father  or  adopting  father"'  in  the  first  sentence ;  and 
74  Stat.  952.  (2)  by  striking  out  ",  if  such  individual  is  the  child's  father," 

in  the  second  sentence, 
(b)  Section  202(d)(4)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "or 
stepmother"  after  "stepfather"  each  place  it  appears. 

64  Stat.  484i  (c)  Section  202(d)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  striking  out 
72  Stat.  1030;  paragraph  (5),  and  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (6)  through  (10) 
79  Stat.  371,      as  paragraphs  (5)  through  (9),  respectively. 

397.  (d)  (1)  The  paragraph  of  section  202(d)  of  such  Act  redesignated 

as  paragraph  (9)  by  subsection  (c)  of  this  section  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "under  paragraph  (9)?'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"under  paragraph  (8)". 

79  stat.  372.         (2)  Paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  section  202 (s)  of  such  Act  are  each 

amended  by  striking  out  "(d)(6),"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"(d)(5),". 

65  stat.  689.  (3)  Section  (5)  (1)  (1)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1937  is 
45  use  228e.       amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "(3),  (4),  or  (5)"' in  the  third  sentence  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(3)  or  (4) ";  and 

80  stat.  1084.  (B)  by  striking  out  "paragraph  (8)"  in  the  ninth  sentence  and 

inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "paragraph  (7) ". 
(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  monthly  benefits  payable  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
50  stat.  307.      (and  annuities  accruing  under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1937) 
45  use  228a-       for  months  after  January  1968,  but  only  on  the  basis  of  applications 
228s-2.  filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 


RECOVERY  OF  OVERPAYMENTS 


53  Stat.  1368.       Sec  152.  (a)  Section  204(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 

42  use  404.        to  read  as  follows : 

"  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  more  or  less  than  the  correct 
amount  of  payment  has  been  made  to  any  person  under  this  title,  proper 
adjustment  or  recovery  shall  be  made,  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary,  as  follows : 
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"(1)  With  respect  to  payment  to  a  person  of  more  than  the 
correct  amount,  the  Secretary  shall  decrease  any  payment  under 
this  title  to  which  such  overpaid  person  is  entitled,  or  shall  require 
such  overpaid  person  or  his  estate  to  refund  the  amount  in  excess 
of  the  correct  amount,  or  shall  decrease  any  payment  under  this 
title  payable  to  his  estate  or  to  any  other  person  on  the  basis  of 
the  wages  and  self-employment  income  which  were  the  basis  of  the 
payments  to  such  overpaid  person,  or  shall  apply  any  combina- 
tion of  the  foregoing. 

"(2)  With  respect  to  payment  to  a  person  of  less  than  the  cor- 
rect amount,  the  Secretary  shall  make  payment  of  the  balance  of 
the  amount  due  such  underpaid  person,  or,  if  such  person  dies 
before  payments  are  completed  or  before  negotiating  one  or 
more  checks  representing  correct  payments,  disposition  of  the 
amount  due  shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  subsection  (d)." 
(b)  Section  204(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:        53  stat.  1368. 
"(b)  In  any  case  in  which  more  than  the  correct  amount  of  pay-  42  use  404. 
ment  has  been  made,  there  shall  be  no  adjustment  of  payments  to,  or 
recovery  by  the  United  States  from,  any  person  who  is  without  fault 
if  such  adjustment  or  recovery  would  defeat  the  purpose  of  this  title 
or  would  be  against  equity  and  good  conscience." 

BENEFITS  PAID  OX  BASIS  OF  ERRONEOUS  REPORTS  OF  DEATH  IN  MILITARY 

SERVICE 


Sec.  153.  (a)  Section  204(a)(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
amended  by  section  152  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  Ante,  p.  860. 
the  end  the  following  sentence :  "A  payment  made  under  this  title  on 
the  basis  of  an  erroneous  report  of  death  by  the  Department  of  De- 
fense of  an  individual  in  the  line  of  duty  while  he  is  a  member  of  the 
uniformed  services  (as  defined  in  section  210(m))  on  active  duty  (as 
defined  in  section  210(1))  shall  not  be  considered  an  incorrect  pay-  42  use  410. 
ment  for  any  month  prior  to  the  month  such  Department  notifies  the 
Secretary  that  such  individual  is  alive." 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  if  the  individual   42  use  401- 
to  whom  such  benefits  were  paid  would  have  been  entitled  to  such   428  5  Ante, 
benefits  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  was  enacted  if  the    p*  833, 
report  mentioned  in  the  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  had  been  correct  (but  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 202(j)  (1)  of  such  Act).  42  use  402. 


UNDERPAYMENTS 


Sec.  154.  (a)  Section  204(d)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  79  stat.  401. 
to  read  as  follows  :  42  use  404. 

"(d)  If  an  individual  dies  before  any  payment  due  him  under  this 
title  is  completed,  payment  of  the  amount  due  (including  the  amount 
of  any  unnegotiated  checks)  shall  be  made — 

"(1)  to  the  person,  if  any,  who  is  determined  by  the  Secretary 
to  be  the  surviving  spouse  of  the  deceased  individual  and  who 
either  (i)  was  living  in  the  same  household  with  the  deceased  at 
the  time  of  his  death  or  (ii)  was,  for  the  month  in  which  the  de- 
ceased individual  died,  entitled  to  a  monthly  benefit  on  the  basis 
of  the  same  wages  and  self-employment  income  as  was  the  de- 
ceased individual ; 

"(2)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (1),  or  if  the  person  who  meets  such  requirements  dies  be- 
fore the  payment  due  him  under  this  title  is  completed,  to  the 
child  or  children,  if  any,  of  the  deceased  individual  who  were,  for 
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the  month  in  which  the  deceased  individual  died,  entitled  to 
monthly  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  same  wages  and  self-employ- 
ment income  as  was  the  deceased  individual  (and,  in  case  there  is 
more  than  one  such  child,  in  equal  parts  to  each  such  child) ; 

"(3)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph ( 1 )  or  ( 2 ) ,  or  if  each  person  who  meets  such  requirements 
dies  before  the  payment  due  him  under  this  title  is  completed,  to 
the  parent  or  parents,  if  any,  of  the  deceased  individual  who  were, 
for  the  month  in  which  the  deceased  individual  died,  entitled  to 
monthly  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  same  wages  and  self-employ- 
ment income  as  was  the  deceased  individual  (and,  in  case  there  is 
more  than  one  such  parent,  in  equal  parts  to  each  such  parent)  ; 

"(4)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (1),  (2),  or  (3),  or  if  each  person  who  meets  such  require- 
ments dies  before  the  payment  due  him  under  this  title  is  com- 
pleted, to  the  person,  if  any,  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
the  surviving  spouse  of  the  deceased  individual ; 

"(5)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (1),  (2),  (3),  or  (4),  or  if  each  person  who  meets  such 
requirements  dies  before  the  payment  due  him  under  this  title  is 
completed,  to  the  person  or  persons,  if  any,  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary to  be  the  child  or  children  of  the  deceased  individual  (and, 
in  case  there  is  more  than  one  such  child,  in  equal  parts  to  each 
such  child)  ; 

"(6)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (1),  (2),  (3),  (4),  or  (5),  or  if  each  person  who  meets 
such  requirements  dies  before  the  payment  clue  him  under  this 
title  is  completed,  to  the  parent  or  parents,  if  any,  of  the  deceased 
individual  (and,  in  case  there  is  more  than  one  such  parent,  in 
equal  parts  to  each  such  parent)  ;  or 

"(7)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (1),  (2),  (3),  (4),  (5),  or  (6),  or  if  each  person  who  meets 
such  requirements  dies  before  the  payment  due  him  under  this 
title  is  completed,  to  the  legal  representative  of  the  estate  of  the 
deceased  individual,  if  any."' 
79  Stat.  331.         (b)  The  heading  of  section  1870  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
42  use  I395gg.     at  the  end  thereof  "AND  SETTLEMENT  OF  CLAIMS  FOR 
BENEFITS  ON  BEHALF  OF  DECEASED  INDIVIDUALS". 

(c)  Section  1870  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  after  subsection 
(d)  the  following  new  subsections: 

"(e)  If  an  individual,  who  received  services  for  which  payment 
may  be  made  to  such  individual  under  this  title,  dies,  and  payment  for 
such  services  was  made  (other  than  under  this  title),  and  the  indi- 
vidual died  before  any  payment  due  him  under  this  title  with  respect 
to  such  services  was  completed,  payment  of  the  amount  due  (includ- 
ing the  amount  of  any  unnegotiated  checks)  shall  be  made — 

"(1)  if  the  payment  for  such  services  was  made  (before  or 
after  such  individual's  death)  by  a  person  other  than  the  deceased 
individual,  to  the  person  or  persons  determined  by  the  Secretary 
under  regulations  to  have  paid  for  such  services,  or  if  the  pay- 
ment for  such  services  was  made  by  the  deceased  individual  be- 
fore his  death,  to  the  legal  representative  of  the  estate  of  such 
deceased  individual,  if  any ; 

"(2)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  requirements  of 
paragraph  (1),  to  the  person,  if  any,  who  is  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  the  surviving  spouse  of  the  deceased  individual 
and  who  was  either  living  in  the  same  household  with  the  de- 
ceased at  the  time  of  Lis  death  or  was,  for  the  month  in  which  the 
deceased  individual  died,  entitled  to  a  monthly  benefit  on  the 
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basis  of  the  same  wages  and  self-employment  income  as  was  the 
deceased  individual ; 

"(3)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (1)  or  (2),  or  if  the  person  who  meets  such  requirements 
dies  before  the  payment  due  him  under  this  title  is  completed,  to 
the  child  or  children,  if  any,  of  the  deceased  individual  who  were, 
for  the  month  in  which  the  deceased  individual  died,  entitled  to 
monthly  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  same  wages  and  self-employ- 
ment income  as  was  the  deceased  individual  (and,  in  case  there 
is  more  than  one  such  child,  in  equal  parts  to  each  such  child)  ; 

"(4)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (1),  (2),  or  (3),  or  if  each  person  who  meets  such  require- 
ments dies  before  the  payment  due  him  under  this  title  is  com- 
pleted, to  the  parent  or  parents,  if  any,  of  the  deceased  individual 
who  were,  for  the  month  in  which  the  deceased  individual 
died,  entitled  to  monthly  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  same  wages 
and  self -employment  income  as  was  the  deceased  individual  (and, 
in  case  there  is  more  than  one  such  parent,  in  equal  parts  to  each 
such  parent) ; 

"(5)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (1),  (2),  (3),  or  (4),  or  if  each  person  who  meets  such 
requirements  dies  before  the  payment  due  him  under  this  title  is 
completed,  to  the  person,  if  any,  determined  by  the  Secretary  to 
be  the  surviving  spouse  of  the  deceased  individual ; 

"(6)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (1),  (2),  (3),  (4),  or  (5),  or  if  each  person  who  meets  such 
requirements  dies  before  the  payment  due  him  under  this  title  is 
completed,  to  the  person  or  persons,  if  any,  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  the  child  or  children  of  the  deceased  individual 
(and,  in  case  there  is  more  than  one  such  child,  in  equal  parts  to 
each  such  child)  ; 

"(7)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (1),  (2),  (3),  (4),  (5),  or  (6),  or  if  each  person  who  meets 
such  requirements  dies  before  the  payment  due  him  under  this 
title  is  completed,  to  the  parent  or  parents,  if  any,  of  the  deceased 
individual  (and,  in  case  there  is  more  than  one  such  parent,  in 
equal  parts  to  each  such  parent) ;  or 

"(8)  if  there  is  no  person  who  meets  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (1),  (2),  (3),  (4),  (5),  (6),  or  (7),  or  if  each  person  who 
meets  such  requirements  dies  before  the  payment  due  him  under 
this  title  is  completed,  to  the  legal  representatives  of  the  estate  of 
the  deceased  individual,  if  any. 
"(f)  If  an  individual  who  received  medical  and  other  health  serv- 
ices for  which  payment  may  be  made  under  section  1832(a)  (1)  dies,    79  stat.  302. 
and —  42  USC  1395k. 

"(1)  no  assignment  of  the  right  to  payments  was  made  by  such 
individual  before  his  death,  and 

"  (2)  payment  for  such  services  has  not  been  made, 
payment  for  such  services  shall  be  made  to  the  physician  or  other  per- 
son who  provided  such  services,  but  payment  shall  be  made  under  this 
subsection  only  in  such  amount  and  subject  to  such  conditions  as  would 
have  been  applicable  if  the  individual  who  received  the  services  had 
not  died,  and  only  if  the  person  or  persons  who  provided  the  services 
agrees  that  the  reasonable  charge  is  the  full  charge  for  the  services." 

(d)  Section  1842(b)(3)(B)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  section 
125(a)  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "and  such  payment   Ante,  p. 845. 
will  be  made"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "and  such  payment  will 
(except  as  otherwise  provided  in  section  1870(f))  be  made". 
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SIMPLIFICATION  OF  COMPUTATION  OF  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND 
QUARTERS  OF  COVERAGE  IN  CASE  OF  19  37-1950  WAGES 

72  Stat.  1016.  Sec.  155.  (a)(1)  Section  215(d)(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
42  use  415.        amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"Primary  Insurance  Benefit  Under  1939  Act 

"(d)(1)  For  purposes  of  column  I  of  the  table  appearing  in  subsec- 
Ante,  p.  824.      tion  (a)  of  this  section,  an  individual's  primary  insurance  benefit  shall 
be  computed  as  follows : 

"(A)  The  individual's  average  monthly  wage  shall  be  deter- 
mined as  provided  in  subsection  (b)  (but  without  regard  to  para- 
graph (4)  thereof)  of  this  section,  except  that  for  purposes  of 
paragraph  (2)  (C)  and  (3)  of  such  subsection,  1936  shall  be 
used  instead  of  1950. 

"(B)  For  purposes  of  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C)  of  subsec- 
tion (b)(2),  an  individual  whose  total  wages  prior  to  1951  (as 
defined  in  subparagraph  (C)  of  this  subsection)  — 

"(i)  do  not  exceed  $27,000  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been 
paid  such  wages  in  equal  parts  in  nine  calendar  years  after 
1936  and  prior  to  1951; 

"(ii)  exceed  $27,000  and  are  less  than  $42,000  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  paid  (I)  $3,000  in  each  of  such  number 
of  calendar  years  after  1936  and  prior  to  1951  as  is  equal  to 
the  integer  derived  by  dividing  such  total  wages  by  $3,000, 
and  (II)  the  excess  of  such  total  wages  over  the  product  of 
$3,000  times  such  integer,  in  an  additional  calendar  year  in 
such  period ;  or 

"(hi)  are  at  least  $42,000  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been 
paid  $3,000  in  each  of  the  fourteen  calendar  years  after  1936 
and  prior  to  1951. 

"Total  wages  "(C)  For  the  purposes  of  subparagraph  (B),  'total  wages 

prior  to  1951."        prior  to  1951'  with  respect  to  an  individual  means  the  sum  of  (i) 
remuneration  credited  to  such  individual  prior  to  1951  on  the 
records  of  the  Secretary,  (ii)  wages  deemed  paid  prior  to  1951  to 
42  use  417.  such  individual  under  section  217,  and  (iii)  compensation  under 

50  stat.  307,  The  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1937  prior  to  1951  creditable  to 

45  use  228a-  him  pursuant  to  this  title. 

228s-2.  "(D)  The  individual's  primary  insurance  benefit  shall  be  45.6 

per  centum  of  the  first  $50  of  his  average  monthly  wage  as  com- 
puted under  this  subsection,  plus  11.4  per  centum  of  the  next  $200 
of  such  average  monthly  wage." 
(2)  Section  215(d)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"(2)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  applicable  only  in 
the  case  of  an  individual — 

"  ( A)  with  respect  to  whom  at  least  one  of  the  quarters  elapsing 
prior  to  1951  is  a  quarter  of  coverage ; 

"(B)  except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (3),  who  attained  age 
22  after  1950  and  with  respect  to  whom  less  than  six  of  the  quar- 
ters elapsing  after  1950  are  quarters  of  coverage,  or  who  attained 
such  age  before  1951 ;  and 

"(C)  (i)  who  becomes  entitled  to  benefits  under  section  202(a) 
42  use  402,  or  223  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Social  Security 

423.  Amendments  of  1967,  or 

"(ii)  who  dies  after  such  date  without  being  entitled  to  benefits 
under  section  202(a)  or  223,  or 

"(iii)  whose  primary  insurance  amount  is  required  to  be  re- 
Post,  p.  865.  computed  under  section  215(f)  (2)." 


January  2,  1968  -  45  -  Pub.  Law  90-248 


81  STAT.  865 


(3)  Section  215(d)  (3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:    74  Stat.  962. 
(3)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  en-    42  use  415. 

actment  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967  shall  be  applicable 
in  the  case  of  an  individual — 

"(A)  who  attained  age  21  after  1936  and  prior  to  1951,  or 
"(B)  who  had  a  period  of  disability  which  began  prior  to  1951, 
but  only  if  the  primary  insurance  amount  resulting  therefrom  is 
higher  than  the  primary  insurance  amount  resulting  from  the 
application  of  this  section  (as  amended  by  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967)  and  section  220.".    '  42  usc  420* 

(4)  So  much  of  section  215(f)  (2)  of  such  Act  as  precedes  subpara- 
graph (E)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  79  Stat.  365. 

"(2)  If  an  individual  has  wages  or  self-employment  income  for  a 
year  after  1965  for  any  part  of  which  he  is  entitled  to  old-age  in- 
surance benefits,  the  Secretary  shall,  at  such  time  or  times  and  within 
such  period  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  recompute  such  in- 
dividual's primary  insurance  amount  with  respect  to  each  such  year. 
Such  recomputation  shall  be  made  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  (1) 
and  (3)  as  though  the  year  with  respect  to  which  such  recomputation 
is  made  is  the  last  year  of  the  period  specified  in  subsection  (b)  (2) 
(C).  A  recomputation  under  this  paragraph  with  respect  to  any  year 
shall  be  effective — " 

(5)  Subparagraphs  (E)  and  (F)  of  such  section  215(f)  (2)  are  re- 
designated as  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B),  respectively. 

(6)  Section  215(f)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  64  Stat.  509; 
end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph:  79  s tat.  365. 

"(5)  In  the  case  of  a  man  who  became  entitled  to  old-age  insurance 
benefits  and  died  before  the  month  in  which  he  attained  age  65,  the 
Secretary  shall  recompute  his  primary  insurance  amount  as  provided 
in  subsection  (a)  as  though  he  became  entitled  to  old-age  insurance 
benefits  in  the  month  in  which  he  died;  except  that  (i)  his  computa- 
tion base  years  referred  to  in  subsection  (b)  (2)  shall  include  the  year 
in  which  he  died,  and  (ii)  his  elapsed  years  referred  to  in  subsection 
(b)  (3)  shall  not  include  the  year  in  which  he  died  or  any  year  there- 
after. Such  recomputation  of  such  primary  insurance  amount  shall 
be  effective  for  and  after  the  month  in  which  he  died." 

(7)  (A)  The  amendments  made  by  paragraphs  (4)  and  (5)  shall 
apply  with  respect  to  recomputations  made  under  section  215(f)  (2) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(B)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph  (6)  shall  apply  with  re- 
spect to  individuals  who  die  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(8)  In  any  case  in  which — - 

(A)  any  person  became  entitled  to  a  monthly  benefit  under 

section  202  or  223  of  the  Social  Security  Act  after  the  date  of     42  usc  402, 
enactment  of  this  Act  and  before  February  1968,  and  423, 

(B)  the  primary  insurance  amount  on  which  the  amount  of  such 
benefit  is  based  was  determined  by  applying  section  215(d)  of 

the  Social  Security  Act  as  amended  by  this  Act,  Ante,  p.  864. 

such  primary  insurance  amount  shall,  for  purposes  of  section  215(c) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  by  this  Act,  be  deemed  to  have     Ante,  p.  827. 
been  computed  on  the  basis  of  the  Social  Security  Act  in  effect  prior 
to  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(9)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  shall  not 
apply  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  for  any  month  prior  to  January 
1967. 

(b)  (1)  Section  213  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  add-  64  stat.  504. 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection:  4?  usc  413. 
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"Alternative  Method  for  Determining  Quarters  of  Coverage  With 
Respect  to  Wages  in  the  Period  from  193T  to  1950 

75  Stat.  137.  "(c)  For  purposes  of  section  214(a) ,  an  individual  shall  be  deemed 
42  use  414.  to  have  one  quarter  of  coverage  for  each  $400  of  his  total  wages  prior 
Ante,  p.  864.       to  1951  (as  defined  in  section  215(d)  (1)  (C)),  except  where — 

"(1)  such  individual  is  not  a  fully  insured  individual  on  the 
basis  of  the  number  of  quarters  of  coverage  so  derived  plus  the 
number  of  quarters  of  coverage  derived  from  the  wages  and  self- 
employment  income  credited  to  him  for  periods  after  1950,  or 

"(2)  such  individual's  elapsed  years  (for  purposes  of  section 
214(a)  (1))  are  less  than  7." 
(2)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph  (1)  shall  apply  only  in 
the  case  of  an  individual  who  applies  for  benefits  under  section  202(a) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act, 
or  who  dies  after  such  date  without  being  entitled  to  benefits  under 
42  use  402.         section  202(a)  or  22.3  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 

423.  (c)  Section  303(g)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1960 

74  Stat.  964;      is  amended — 

79  stat.  366.  (i)  by  striking  out  "section  302  of  and  by  striking  out 

42  use  415  note.        "Amendments  of  1965"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Amend- 
ments of  1965  and  1967"  in  the  first  sentence ;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "after  1965,  or  dies  after  1965'"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1967,  or  dies  after  such  date",  and  by 
striking  out  "Amendments  of  1965"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"Amendments  of  1967",  in  the  second  sentence. 

DEFINITIONS   OF  WIDOW,   WIDOWER.   AND  STEPCHILD 

72  stat.  1027.  Sec.  156.  (a)  Section  216  (c)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
42  use  416.         by  striking  out  "not  less  than  one  year"  in  clause  (5)  and  inserting  in 

lieu  thereof  "not  less  than  nine  months". 

(b)  The  first  sentence  of  section  216  (e)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

striking  out  "the  day  on  which  such  individual  died"  and  inserting 

in  lieu  thereof  "not  less  than  nine  months  immediately  preceding  the 

day  on  which  such  individual  died". 
64  stat.  510;         (c)  Section  216  (g)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "not 
74  Stat.  994.      less  than  one  year"  in  clause  (5)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "not 

less  than  nine  months". 

(d)  Section  216  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 

end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection : 

"Waiver  of  Nine-Month  Requirement  for  Widow,  Stepchild,  or 
Widower  in  Case  of  Accidental  Death  or  in  Case  of  Serviceman 
Dying  in  Line  of  Duty 

"(k)  The  requirement  in  clause  (5)  of  subsection  (c)  or  clause  (5) 
supra.  of  subsection  (g)  that  the  surviving  spouse  of  an  individual  have 

been  married  to  such  individual  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  nine 
months  immediately  prior  to  the  day  on  which  such  individual  died  in 
order  to  qualify  as  such  individual's  widow  or  widower,  and  the  re- 
quirement in  subsection  (e)  that  the  stepchild  of  a  deceased  individual 
have  been  such  stepchild  for  not  less  than  nine  months  immediately 
preceding  the  day  on  which  such  individual  died  in  order  to  qualify 
as  such  individual's  child,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  satisfied,  where  such 
individual  dies  within  the  applicable  nine-month  period,  if  his 
death — 

"(1)  is  accidental,  or 
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"(2)  occurs  in  line  of  duty  while  he  is  a  member  of  a  uniformed 
service  serving  on  active  duty  (as  defined  in  section  210(1)  (2)),  42  use  410. 
and  he  would  satisfy  such  requirement  if  a  three-month  period  were 
substituted  for  the  nine-month  period;  except  that  this  subsection 
shall  not  apply  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  at  the  time  of  the 
marriage  involved  the  individual  could  not  have  reasonably  been 
expected  to  live  for  nine  months.  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  of 
the  preceding  sentence,  the  death  of  an  individual  is  accidental  if 
he  receives  bodily  injuries  solely  through  violent,  external,  and  acci- 
dental means  and,  as  a  direct  result  of  the  bodily  injuries  and  inde- 
pendently of  all  other  causes,  loses  his  life  not  later  than  three  months 
after  the  day  on  which  he  receives  such  bodily  injuries." 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for    42  use  401- 
months  after  January  1968,  but  only  on  the  basis  of  applications  filed    4285  Ante, 
in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted.  P»  8  33» 

husband's  and  widower's  insurance  benefits  without  requirement 
of  wife's  currently  insured  status 

Sec.  157.  (a)(1)  Section  202(c)(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act    64  stat.  483. 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "a  currently  insured  individual  (as  defined    42  use  402. 
in  section  214(b))"  in  the  matter  preceding  subparagraph  (A)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "an  individual". 

(2)  Section  202(c)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  72  stat.  1026. 
"The  requirement  in  paragraph  (1)  that  the  individual  entitled  to 
old-age  or  disability  insurance  benefits  be  a  currently  insured  individ- 
ual, and  the  provisions  of  subparagraph  (C)  of  such  paragraph,"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereoi  "The  provisions  of  subparagraph  (C)  of  para- 
graph (1)". 

(b)  (1)  Section  202(f)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended—  64  485« 

(A)  by  striking  out  "and  currently"  in  the  matter  preceding 
subparagraph  (A),  and 

(B)  bv  striking  out  ".  and  she  was  a  currently  insured  individ- 
ual," in  subparagraph  (D)  (ii).  72  Stat.  1023. 

(2)  Section  202(f)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"The  requirement  in  paragraph  (1)  that  the  deceased  fully  insured 
individual  also  be  a  currently  insured  individual,  and  the  provisions 
of  subparagraph  (D)  of  such  paragraph,"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "The  provisions  of  subparagraph  (D)  of  paragraph  (1)". 

(c)  In  the  case  of  any  husband  who  would  not  be  entitled  to 
husband's  insurance  benefits  under  section  202(c)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  or  any  widower  who  would  not  be  entitled  to  widower's 
insurance  benefits  under  section  202(f)  of  such  Act  except  for  the 
enactment  of  this  section,  the  requirement  in  section  202(c)(1)(C) 
or  202(f)  (1)  (D)  of  such  Act  relating  to  the  time  within  which  proof 
of  support  must  be  filed  shall  not  apply  if  such  proof  of  support  is 
filed  within  two  years  after  the  month  following  the  month  in  which 
this  Act  is  enacted. 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  monthly  benefits  payable  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
for  months  after  January  1968,  but  only  on  the  basis  of  applications 
filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 

definition  of  disability 

Sec.  158.  (a)  Section  223(c)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  70  stat.  815. 
amended—  .  .  42  use  42  3. 

(1)  by  inserting  "of  Insured  Status  and  Waiting  Period"  after 
"Definitions"  in  the  heading ; 
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70  Stat.  815;  (2)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (2)  ;  and 

79  Stat.  367,  (3)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (3)  as  paragraph  (2). 

413.  (b)  Section  223  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 

42  use  423.  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection : 

"Definition  of  Disability 

"(d)  (1)  The  term  'disability'  means — 

"(A)  inability  to  engage  in  any  substantial  gainful  activity 
by  reason  of  any  medically  determinable  physical  or  mental  im- 
pairment which  can  be  expected  to  result  in  death  or  which  has 
lasted  or  can  be  expected  to  last  for  a  continuous  period  of  not 
less  than  12  months ;  or 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  has  attained  the  age  of 
55  and  is  blind  (within  the  meaning  of  'blindness'  as  defined 
42  use  416.  in  section  216(i)(l)),  inability  by  reason  of  such  blindness  to 

engage  in  substantial  gainful  activity  requiring  skills  or  abilities 
comparable  to  those  of  any  gainful  activity  in  which  he  has  pre- 
viously engaged  with  some  regularity  and  over  a  substantial 
period  of  time. 
"(2)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)(A)  — 

"(A)  an  individual  (except  a  widow,  surviving  divorced  wife, 
42  use  402.  or  widower  for  purposes  of  section  202  (e)  or  (f ) )  shall  be  deter- 

mined to  be  under  a  disability  only  if  his  physical  or  mental  im- 
pairment or  impairments  are  of  such  severity  that  he  is  not  only 
unable  to  do  his  previous  work  but  cannot,  considering  his  age, 
education,  and  work  experience,  engage  in  any  other  kind  of  sub- 
stantial gainful  work  which  exists  in  the  national  economy,  re- 
gardless of  whether  such  work  exists  in  the  immediate  area  in 
which  he  lives,  or  whether  a  specific  job  vacancy  exists  for  him, 
or  whether  he  would  be  hired  if  he  applied  for  work.  For  purposes 
of  the  preceding  sentence  (with  respect  to  any  individual),  'work 
which  exists  in  the  national  economy'  means  work  which  exists  in 
significant  numbers  either  in  the  region  where  sucli  individual 
lives  or  in  several  regions  of  the  country. 

"(B)  A  widow,  surviving  divorced  wife,  or  widower  shall  not 
be  determined  to  be  under  a  disability  (for  purposes  of  section 
202  (e)  or  (f ) )  unless  his  or  her  physical  or  mental  impairment 
or  impairments  are  of  a  level  of  severity  which  under  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  is  deemed  to  be  sufficient  to  preclude 
an  individual  from  engaging  in  any  gainful  activity. 
"Ptysical  or         "(3)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  a  'physical  or  mental  impair- 
mental  impair-   ment'  is  an  impairment  that  results  from  anatomical,  physiological,  or 
ment."  psychological  abnormalities  which  are  demonstrable  by  medically  ac- 

ceptable clinical  and  laboratory  diagnostic  techniques. 

"(4)  The  Secretary  shall  by  regulations  prescribe  the  criteria  for 
determining  when  services  performed  or  earnings  derived  from  serv- 
ices demonstrate  an  individual's  ability  to  engage  in  substantial  gain- 
ful activity.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (2),  an 
individual  whose  services  or  earnings  meet  such  criteria  shall,  except 
42  use  422.       for  purposes  of  section  222(c) ,  be  found  not  to  be  disabled. 

"(5)  An  individual  shall  not  be  considered  to  be  under  a  disability 
unless  he  furnishes  such  medical  and  other  evidence  of  the  existence 
thereof  as  the  Secretary  may  require." 
79  stat.  370.        (c)  (1)  Section  202(d)  (1)  (B)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
42  use  402.       out  "section  223(c)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "section  223(d)". 

(2)  Paragraphs  (1),  (2),  and  (3)  of  section  202(s)  of  such  Act 
are  each  amended  by  striking  out  "section  223(c)"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "section  223(d)". 
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(3)  Section  221(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or     70  stat.  818. 
223(c) '"and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "or  223(d)".  42  use  421. 

(4)  Section  221(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or 
223(c)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "or  223(d)". 

(5)  Section  222(c)  (4)  (B)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out     74  stat.  968. 
"section  223(c)  (2)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "section  223(d)".        42  use  422. 

(6)  Section  223(a)  (1)  (D)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  70  stat.  815. 
"subsection  (c)(2)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subsection  (d)".     42  use  423. 

(7)  The  first  sentence  of  section  223(a)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  striking  out  "subsection  (c)(3)"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "subsection  (c)(2)". 

(8)  The  last  sentence  of  section  223(a)  (1)  is  amended  by  striking     79  stat.  413. 
out  "subsection  (c)(2)  except  for  subparagraph  (B)  thereof"  and     42  use  423. 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subsection  (d)  except  for  paragraph  (1)  (B) 

thereof". 

(9)  Section  225  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "section  70  Stat.  817. 
223(c)  (2)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "section  223(d)".  42  use  425. 

(d)  Section  216(i)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  the     68  stat.  1080, 
third  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "The  provi-     42  use  416. 
sions  of  paragraphs  (2)  (A),  (3),  (4),  and  (5)  of  section  223(d)  shall     Ante,  p.  868. 
be  applied  for  purposes  of  determining  whether  an  individual  is  under 

a  disability  within  the  meaning  of  the  first  sentence  of  this  paragraph 
in  the  same  manner  as  they  are  applied  for  purposes  of  paragraph  (1) 
of  such  section." 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  be  effective  with 
respect  to  applications  for  disability  insurance  benefits  under  section 
223  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  and  for  disability  determinations  under 
section  216(i)  of  such  Act,  filed — 

( 1 )  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted,  or 

(2)  before  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted  if  the  appli- 
cant has  not  died  before  such  month  and  if — 

(A)  notice  of  the  final  decision  of  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  has  not  been  given  to  the  applicant 
before  such  month;  or 

(B)  the  notice  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A)  has  been 
so  given  before  such  month  but  a  civil  action  with  respect  to 
such  final  decision  is  commenced  under  section  205(g)  of  the 

Social  Security  Act  (whether  before,  in,  or  after  such  month)      53  stat,  1370, 
and  the  decision  in  such  civil  action  has  not  become  final      42  use  405. 
before  such  month. 

DISABILITY  BENEFITS  AFFECTED  BY  RECEIPT  OF  WORKMEN'S  COMPENSATION 

Sec.  159.  (a)  (1)  The  last  sentence  of  section  224(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "his  wages  and  self-      79  stat.  406. 
employment  income"  where  it  first  appears  in  clause  (B)  the  follow-      42  use  424. 
injr:  "(computed  without  regard  to  the  limitations  specified  in  sections 
200(a)  and  211(b)(1))".  .  42  use  409, 

(2)  Section  224(a)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following:  "In  any  case  where  an  individual's 
wages  and  self-employment  income  reported  to  the  Secretary  for  a 
calendar  year  reach  the  limitations  specified  in  sections  209(a)  and 
211  (b)  ( 1),  the  Secretary  under  regulations  shall  estimate  the  total  of 
such  wages  and  self-employment  income  for  purposes  of  clause  (B) 
of  the  preceding  sentence  on  the  basis  of  such  information  as  may 
be  available  to  him  indicating  the  extent  (if  any)  by  which  such  wages 
and  self -employment  income  exceed  such  limitations." 

(h)(1)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  only 
with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  for  months  after  January  1968.  42  use  401- 

428;  Ante, 

p.  833. 
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(2)  For  purposes  of  any  redetermination  which  is  made  under  sec- 
79  Stat.  407.  tion  224(f)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  in  the  case  of  benefits  subject 
42  use  424.  to  reduction  under  section  224  of  such  Act,  where  such  reduction  as 
first  computed  was  effective  with  respect  to  benefits  for  the  month  in 
which  this  Act  is  enacted  or  a  prior  month,  the  amendments  made  by 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  also  be  deemed  to  have  applied 
in  the  initial  determination  of  the  "average  current  earnings"'  of  the 
individual  whose  wages  and  self-employment  income  are  involved. 

EXTENSION  OF  TIME  FOR  FILING  REPORTS  OF  EARNINGS 

72  st&t.  1033j  Sec.  160.  (a)  Section  203(h)  (1)  (A)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
74  Stat.  955.  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence: 
42  use  403.       '"The  Secretary  may  grant  a  reasonable  extension  of  time  for  making 

the  report  of  earnings  required  in  this  paragraph  if  he  finds  that  there 

is  valid  reason  for  a  delay,  but  in  no  case  may  the  period  be  extended 

more  than  three  months." 
68  Stat.  1076;       (b)  Section  203(h)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
74  Stat.  955.    "within  the  time  prescribed  therein"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

"within  the  time  prescribed  by  or  in  accordance  with  such  paragraph". 

PENALTIES  FOR  FAILURE  TO  FILE  TIMELY  REPORTS  OF  EARNINGS  AND  OTHER 

EVENTS 

Sec.  161.  (a)  Section  203(h)(2)(A)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  before  the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: ",  except  that  if  the  deduction  imposed  under  subsection  (b) 
by  reason  of  his  earnings  for  such  year  is  less  than  the  amount  of  his 
benefit  (or  benefits)  for  the  last  month  of  such  year  for  which  he  was 
42  use  402,  entitled  to  a  benefit  under  section  202,  the  additional  deduction  shall 
be  equal  to  the  amount  of  the  deduction  imposed  under  subsection  (b) 
but  not  less  than  $10". 

(b)  Section  203(g)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  all  that 
follows  "shall  suffer"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
"deductions  in  addition  to  those  imposed  under  subsection  (c)  as 
follows : 

"(1)  if  such  failure  is  the  first  one  with  respect  to  which  an 
additional  deduction  is  imposed  by  this  subsection,  such  additional 
deduction  shall  be  equal  to  his  benefit  or  benefits  for  the  first 
month  of  the  period  for  which  there  is  a  failure  to  report  even 
though  such  failure  is  with  respect  to  more  than  one  month; 

"(2)  if  such  failure  is  the  second  one  with  respect  to  which  an 
additional  deduction  is  imposed  by  this  subsection,  such  additional 
deduction  shall  be  equal  to  two  times  his  benefit  or  benefits  for  the 
first  month  of  the  period  for  which  there  is  a  failure  to  report  even 
though  such  failure  is  with  respect  to  more  than  two  months;  and 
"(3)  if  such  failure  is  the  third  or  a  subsequent  one  for  which 
an  additional  deduction  is  imposed  under  this  subsection,  such 
additional  deduction  shall  be  equal  to  three  times  his  benefit  or 
benefits  for  the  first  month  of  the  period  for  which  there  is  a 
failure  to  report  even  though  the  failure  to  report  is  with  respect 
to  more  than  three  months; 
except  that  the  number  of  additional  deductions  required  by  this  sub- 
section shall  not  exceed  the  number  of  months  in  the  period  for  which 
"Period  for       there  is  a  failure  to  report.  As  used  in  this  subsection,  the  term  'period 
which  there        for  which  there  is  a  failure  to  report'  with  respect  to  any  individual 
is  a  failure      means  the  period  for  which  such  individual  received  and  accepted 
to  report."        insurance  benefits  under  section  202  without  making  a  timely  report 
42  use  402.       an(j  for  w]1icn  deductions  are  required  under  subsection  (c)." 
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(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  any  deduct  ions  imposed  on  or  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act  tinder  subsections  (g)  and  (h)  of  section  203  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  on  account  of  failure  to  make  a  report  required  thereby.  *  42  use  403. 

LIMITATION"  OX  PAYMENT  OF  BENEFITS  TO  ALIENS  OUTSIDE 
THE  UNITED  STATES 

Sec.  162.  (a)(1)  Section  202(f)(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  70  Stat.  835. 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  (after  and  below  subparagraph  42  use  402. 
(B) )  the  following  new  sentence :  "For  purposes  of  the  preceding  sen- 
tence, after  an  individual  has  been  outside  the  United  States  for  any 
period  of  thirty  consecutive  days  he  shall  be  treated  as  remaining  out- 
side the  United  States  until  he  has  been  in  the  United  States  for  a 
period  of  thirty  consecutive  days."' 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph  (1)  shall  apply  only  with 
respect  to  six-month  periods  (within  the  meaning  of  section  202(t) 
( 1)  (A)  of  the  Social  Security  Act)  which  begin  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

(b)  (1)  Section  202(t)  (4)  of  such  Act  is  amended —  70  stat.  835; 

(A)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (E)   72  Stat.  1783. 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon ;  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  (after  and  below  subpara- 
graph (E))  the  following: 

"except  that  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  of  this  paragraph  shall  not 
apply  in  the  case  of  any  individual  who  is  a  citizen  of  a  foreign  coun- 
try that  has  in  effect  a  social  insurance  or  pension  system  which  is  of 
general  application  in  such  country  and  which  satisfies  subparagraph 
(A)  but  not  subparagraph  (B)  of  paragraph  (2),  or  who  is  a  citizen 
of  a  foreign  country  that  has  no  social  insurance  or  pension  system 
of  general  application  if  at  any  time  within  five  years  prior  to  the 
month  in  which  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967  are  enacted 
(or  the  first  month  thereafter  for  which  his  benefits  are  subject  to  sus- 
pension under  paragraph  (1))  payments  to  individuals  residing  in 
such  country  were  withheld  by  the  Treasury  Department  under  the 
first  section  of  the  Act  of  October  9,  1940  (31  U.S.C.  123)."  54  stat.  1086; 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph  (1)  shall  apply  only  with  56  Stat.  1028. 
respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  42  use  401-428; 
for  months  beginning  after  June  30,  1968.  Ante,  p.  833. 

(c)  (1)  Section  202(t)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  ?0  Stat  835. 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph:  79  stat!  334! 

"(10)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  title,  no  monthly 
benefits  shall  be  paid  under  this  section  or  under  section  223,  for  any 
month  beginning  after  June  30,  1968,  to  an  individual  who  is  not  a 
citizen  or  national  of  the  United  States  and  who  resides  during  such 
month  in  a  foreign  country  if  payments  for  such  month  to  individuals 
residing  in  such  country  are  withheld  by  the  Treasury  Department 
under  the  first  section  of  the  Act  of  October  9,  1940  (31  U.S.C.  123)."' 

(2)  Section  202(f)  (6)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "by 
reason  of  paragraph  (1)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "by  reason  of 
paragraph  (1)  or (10)". 

(3)  Whenever  benefits  which  an  individual  who  is  not  a  citizen  or 
national  of  the  United  States  was  entitled  to  receive  under  title  II  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  are,  on  June  30,  1968,  being  withheld  by  the 
Treasury  Department  under  the  first  section  of  the  Act  of  October  9, 
1940  (31  U.S.C.  123),  any  such  benefits,  payable  to  such  individual 


Pub.  Law  90-248  -  52  - 


January  2,  1968 


for  months  after  the  month  in  which  the  determination  by  the  Treas- 
ury Department  that  the  benefits  should  be  so  withheld  was  made, 
shall  not  be  paid — 

(A)  to  any  person  other  than  such  individual,  or,  if  such  in- 
dividual dies  before  such  benefits  can  be  paid,  to  any  person  other 
than  an  individual  who  was  entitled  for  the  month  in  which  the 
deceased  individual  died  (with  the  application  of  section  202 (j ) 
(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act)  to  a  monthly  benefit  under  title 
II  of  such  Act  on  the  basis  of  the  same  wages  and  self -employment 
income  as  such  deceased  individual,  or 

(  B)  in  excess  of  the  equivalent  of  the  last  twelve  months'  bene- 
fits that  would  have  been  payable  to  such  individual. 

BENEFITS  FOR  CKRTAIN  CIIIIJMtEN 

Sec.  163.  (a)  (1)  The  last  sentence  of  section  203(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  "Whenever  a  reduction 
is  made  under  this  subsection  in  the  total  of  monthly  benefits  to  which 
individuals  are  entitled  for  any  month  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and 
self-employment  income  of  an  insured  individual,  each  such  benefit 
other  than  the  old-age  or  disability  insurance  benefit  shall  be  propor- 
tionately decreased;  except  that  if  such  total  of  benefits  for  such  month 
includes  any  benefit  or  benefits  under  section  202(d)  which  are  payable 
solely  by  reason  of  section  216(h)  (3),  the  reduction  shall  be  first  ap- 
plied to  reduce  (proportionately  where  there  is  more  than  one  benefit 
so  payable)  the  benefits  so  payable  (but  not  below  zero)." 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph  (1)  shall  apply  only  with 
respect  to  monthly  benefits  payable  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  with  respect  to  individuals  who  become  entitled  to  benefits  under 
section  202(d)  of  such  Act  solely  by  reason  of  section  216(h)(3)  of 
such  Act  in  or  after  January  1968  (but  without  regard  to  section 
202(j)(l)  of  such  Act).  The  provisions  of  section  170  of  this  Act 
shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  any  such  individual. 

(b)  Where— 

(1)  one  or  more  persons  were  entitled  (without  the  applica- 
tion of  section  202 ( j )  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act)  to  monthly 
benefits  under  section  202  or  223  of  such  Act  for  January  1968  on 
the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self-employment  income  of  an  indi- 
vidual, and 

(2)  one  or  more  persons  became  entitled  to  monthly  benefits 
before  January  1968  under  section  202(d)  of  such  Act  by  reason 
of  section  216(h)  (3)  of  such  Act  (but  without  regard  to  section 
202 (j)  (1)),  on  the  basis  of  such  wages  and  self-employment  in- 
come and  are  so  entitled  for  January  1968,  and 

(3)  the  total  of  benefits  to  which  all  persons  are  entitled  under 
such  section  202  or  223  of  such  Act  on  the  basis  of  such  wages  and 
self-employment  for  January  1968  are  reduced  by  reason  of 
section  203(a)  of  such  Act,  as  amended  by  this  Act  (or  would, 
but  for  the  penultimate  sentence  of  such  section  203(a),  be  so 
reduced), 

then  the  amount  of  the  benefit  to  which  each  such  person  referred  to 
in  paragraph  (1)  above  (but  not  including  persons  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (2)  above)  is  entitled  for  months  after  January  1968  shall 
be  increased,  after  the  application  of  such  section  203(a),  to  the  amount 
it  would  have  been  if  the  person  or  persons  referred  to  in  paragraph 
(2)  were  not  entitled  to  a  benefit  referred  to  in  such  paragraph  (2). 
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TRANSFER  TO  HEALTH  INSURANCE  BENEFITS  ADVISORY  COUNCIL  OF 
NATIONAL  MEDICAL  REVIEW  COMMlTrEE  FUNCTIONS  J  INCREASE  IN 
council's  MEMBERSHIP 

Sec.  164.  (a)  Section  1867  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to  79  Stat.  329. 
read  as  follows:  42  use  I395dd. 


"HEALTH  INSURANCE  BENEFITS  ADVISORY  COUNCIL 

"Sec.  1867.  (a)  There  is  hereby  created  a  Health  Insurance  Benefits  Membership. 
Advisory  Council  which  shall  consist  of  19  persons,  not  otherwise  in 
the  employ  of  the  United  States,  appointed  by  the  Secretary  without 
regard  to  the  provisions  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  governing  ap-  80  Stat.  417. 
pointments  in  the  competitive  service.  The  Secretary  shall  from  time  5  use  3301 
to  time  appoint  one  of  the  members  to  serve  as  Chairman.  The  mem-  Si  seq» 
bers  shall  include  persons  who  are  outstanding  in  fields  related  to  hos- 
pital, medical,'and  other  health  activities,  persons  who  are  representa- 
tive of  organizations  and  associations  of  professional  personnel  in  the 
field  of  medicine,  and  at  least  one  person  who  is  representative  of  the 
general  public.  Each  member  shall  hold  office  for  a  term  of  i  years, 
except  that  any  member  appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy  occurring  prior  to 
the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which  his  predecessor  was  appointed 
shall  be  appointed  for  the  remainder  of  such  term.  A  member  shall  not 
be  eligible  to  serve  continuously  for  more  than  2  terms.  The  Secretary 
may,  at  the  request  of  the  Advisory  Council  or  otherwise,  appoint  such 
special  advisory  professional  or  technical  committees  as  may  be  useful 
in  carrying  out  this  title.  Members  of  the  Advisory  Council  and  mem- 
bers of  any  such  advisory  or  technical  committee,  while  attending 
meetings  or  conferences  thereof  or  otherwise  serving  on  business  of  the 
Advisory  Council  or  of  such  committee,  shall  be  entitled  to  receive 
compensation  at  rates  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceeding  $100 
per  day,  including  travel  time,  and  while  so  serving  away  from  their 
homes  or  regular  places  of  business  they  may  be  allowed  travel  ex- 
penses, including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as  authorized  by 
section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  for  persons  in  the  Govern- 
ment service  employed  intermittently.  The  Advisory  Council  shall 
meet  as  frequently  as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary.  Upon  request  of 
5  or  more  members,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Secretary  to  call  a  meet- 
ing of  the  Advisory  Council. 

"(b)  It  shall  be  the  function  of  the  Advisory  Council  (1)  to  advise 
the  Secretary  on  matters  of  general  policy  in  the  administration  of  this 
title  and  in  the  formulation  of  regulations  under  this  title,  and  (2)  to 
study  the  utilization  of  hospital  and  other  medical  care  and  services 
for  which  payment  may  be  made  under  this  title  with  a  view  to  recom- 
mending any  changes  which  may  seem  desirable  in  the  way  in  which 
such  care  and  services  are  utilized  or  in  the  administration  of  the 
programs  established  by  this  title,  or  in  the  provisions  of  this  title.  The 
Advisory  Council  shall  make  an  annual  report  to  the  Secretary  on  the 
performance  of  its  functions,  including  any  recommendations  it  may 
have  with  respect  thereto,  and  such  report  shall  be  transmitted 
promptly  by  the  Secretary  to  the  Congress. 

"(c)  The  Advisory  Council  is  authorized  to  engage  such  technical 
assistance  as  may  be  required  to  carry  out  its  functions,  and  the  Secre- 
tary shall,  in  addition,  make  available  to  the  Advisory  Council  such 
secretarial,  clerical,  and  other  assistance  and  such  pertinent  data  ob- 
tained and  prepared  by  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  as  the  Advisory  Council  may  require  to  carry  out  its 
functions." 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  not  be  construed 
as  affecting  the  terms  of  office  of  the  members  of  the  Health  Insurance 
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Benefits  Advisory  Council  in  ofiice  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act  or  their  successors.  The  terms  of  office  of  the  three  additional 
members  of  the  Health  Insurance  Benefits  Advisory  Council  first  ap- 
pointed pursuant  to  the  increase  in  the  membership  of  such  Council 
provided  by  such  amendment  shall  expire,  as  designated  by  the  Secre- 
tary at  the  time  of  appointment,  one  at  the  end  of  the  first  year,  one  at 
the  end  of  the  second  year,  and  one  at  the  end  of  the  third  year  after 
the  date  of  appointment. 
Repeal.  (c)  Section  1868  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  repealed. 

79  Stat.  329. 

42  USC  1395ee.  ADVISORY  COUNCIL  ON  SOCIAL  SECURITY 

79  stat.  339.  Sec.  165.  (a)(1)  Section  706(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
42  use  907.        amended  by  striking  out  "During  1968  and  every  fifth  year  thereafter" 

and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "During  1969  (but  not  before  Febru- 
ary 1,  1969)  and  every  fourth  year  thereafter  (but  not  before  Febru- 
ary 1  of  such  fourth  year) ". 

(2)  Section  706(d)  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "reports 
of  its"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "reports  (including  any  interim 
reports  such  Council  may  have  issued)  of  its". 

(b)  Section  706(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "shall 
consist  of  the  Commissioner  of  Social  Security,  as  Chairman,  and  12 
other  persons,  appointed  by  the  Secretary"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "shall  consist  of  a  Chairman  and  12  other  persons,  appointed 
by  the  Secretary". 

REIMBURSEMENT  OF  CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  ANNUITANTS  FOR  CERTAIN 
PREMIUM  PAYMENTS  UNDER  SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE 
PROGRAM 

42  usc  1395s.        Sec  166.  Section  1840(e)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  "A  plan 

80  stat.  602.      described  in  section  8903  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  may  reim- 

burse each  annuitant  enrolled  in  such  plan  an  amount  equal  to  the 
premiums  paid  by  him  under  this  part  if  such  reimbursement  is  paid 
entirely  from  funds  of  such  plan  which  are  derived  from  sources  other 
than  the  contributions  described  in  section  8906  of  such  title." . 

APPROPRIATIONS  TO  SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND 

79  stat.  313.  Sec.  167.  (a)  Section  1844  (a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
42  usc  I395w.     to  read  as  follows : 

"  (a)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  from  time  to  time,  out 
of  any  moneys  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  to  the 
42  usc  I395t,     Federal  Supplementary  Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund — 

"(1)  a  Government  contribution  equal  to  the  aggregate  premi- 
ums payable  under  this  part  and  deposited  in  the  Trust  Fund,  and 
"(2)  such  sums  as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary  to  place  the 
Trust  Fund,  at  the  end  of  any  fiscal  year  occurring  after  June  30, 
1967,  in  the  same  position  in  which  it  would  have  been  at  the  end 
of  such  fiscal  year  if  (A)  a  Government  contribution  representing 
the  excess  of  the  premiums  deposited  in  the  Trust  Fund  during 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  over  the  Government  contri- 
bution actually  appropriated  to  the  Trust  Fund  during  such  fiscal 
year  had  been  appropriated  to  it  on  June  30,  1967,  and  (B)  the 
Government  contribution  for  premiums  deposited  in  the  Trust 
Fund  after  June  30,  1967,  had  been  appropriated  to  it  when  such 
premiums  were  deposited." 
(b)  Section  1844(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "1967" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1969". 
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DISCLOSURE  TO  COURTS  OF  WHEREABOUTS  OF  CERTAIN  INDIVIDUALS 

Sec  168.  (a)  Section  1106(c)(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is   79  Stat.  411. 
amended  by  inserting  "(A)"  after  "(c)(1)",  by  redesignating  sub-  42  use  1306. 
paragraphs  (A)  through  (D)  asclauses  (i)  through  (iv),  respectively, 
and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(B)  If  a  request  for  the  most  recent  address  of  any  individual  so 
included  is  filed  (in  accordance  with  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection) 
by  a  court  having  jurisdiction  to  issue  orders  or  entertain  petitions 
against  individuals  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  their  children, 
the  Secretary  shall  furnish  such  address,  or  the  address  of  the  indi- 
vidual's most,  recent  employer,  or  both,  for  the  use  of  the  court  (and 
for  no  other  purpose)  in  issuing  or  determining  whether  to  issue  such 
an  order  against  such  individual  or  in  determining  (in  the  event  such 
individual  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court)  the  court  to 
which  a  petition  for  support  and  maintenance  against  such  individual 
should  be  forwarded  under  any  reciprocal  arrangements  with  other 
.States  to  obtain  or  improve  court  orders  for  support,  if  the  court  cer- 
tifies that  the  information  is  requested  for  such  use." 

(b)  (1)  Section  1106(c)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
",  and  shall  be  accompanied"  and  all  that  follows  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "(and,  in  the  case  of  a  request  under  paragraph  (1)  (A),  shall 
be  accompanied  by  a  certified  copy  of  the  order  referred  to  in  clauses 
(i)  and  (iv)  thereof)." 

(2)  Section  1106(c)(3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"authorized  bv  subparagraph  (D)  thereof"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "authorized  by  subparagraph  (A)(iv)  or  (B)  thereof". 


REPORTS  OF  HOARDS  OF  TRUSTEES  TO  CONGRESS 


Sec  169.  (a)  Sections  201  (c)  (2),  1817(b)  (2),  and  1841  (b)  (2)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  are  each  amended  by  striking  out  "March"   70  Stat.  821} 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "April".  79  Stat.  300, 

(b)  Section  201(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  immedi-  308« 
ately  before  the  last  sentence  the  following  new  sentence :  "Such  report  42  usc  401» 
shall  also  include  an  actuarial  analysis  of  the  benefit  disbursements  '  J-"01** 

made  from  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund 
with  respect  to  disabled  beneficiaries." 


GENERAL  SAVING  PROVISION 


Sec.  170.  Where— 

(1)  one  or  more  persons  were  entitled  (without  the  applica- 
tion of  section  202 (j )  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act)  to  monthly 

benefits  under  section  202  or  223  of  such  Act  for  January  1968  on  64  Stat.  487. 
the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self-emjiloyment  income  of  an  indi-  42  usc  402. 
vidual,  and  42  usc  42  3. 

(2)  one  or  more  persons  (not  included  in  paragraph  (1)) 
become  entitled  to  monthly  benefits  under  such  section  202  for 
February  1968  on  the  basis  of  such  wages  and  self-employment 
by  reason  of  the  amendments  made  to  such  Act  by  sections  104, 
112, 150, 151, 156,  and  157  of  this  Act,  and 

(3)  the  total  of  benefits  to  which  all  persons  are  entitled  under 
such  section  202  or  223  on  the  basis  of  such  wages  and  self-em- 
ployment for  February  1968  are  reduced  by  reason  of  section 
203(a)  of  such  Act,  as  amended  by  this  Act  (or  would,  but  for 
the  penultimate  sentence  of  such  section  203(a),  be  so  reduced), 

then  the  amount  of  the  benefit  to  which  each  such  person  referred  to 
in  paragraph  (1)  is  entitled  for  months  after  January  1968  shall  be 
increased,  after  the  application  of  such  section  203(a),  to  the  amount 
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it  would  have  been  if  the  person  or  persons  referred  to  in  paragraph 

(2)  were  not  entitled  to  a  benefit  referred  to  in  such  paragraph. 

EXPEDITED  BENEFIT  PAYMENTS 

42   use  405.         Sec.  171.  (a)  Section  205  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection : 

"Expedited  Benefit  Payments 

"(q)(l)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  and  put  into  effect  pro- 
cedures under  which  expedited  payment  of  monthly  insurance  benefits 
under  this  title  will,  subject  to  paragraph  (4)  of  this  subsection,  be 
made  as  set  forth  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  this  subsection. 
"  (2)  In  any  case  in  which — 

"(A)  an  individual  makes  an  allegation  that  a  monthly  benefit 
under  this  title  was  due  him  in  a  particular  month  but  was  not 
paid  to  him,  and 

"(B)  such  individual  submits  a  written  request  for  the  payment 
of  such  benefit — 

"(i)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  received  a  regular 
monthly  benefit  in  the  month  preceding  the  month  with  re- 
spect to  which  such  allegation  is  made,  not  less  than  30  days 
after  the  15th  day  of  the  month  with  respect  to  which  such 
allegation  is  made  (and  in  the  event  that  such  request  is  sub- 
mitted prior  to  the  expiration  of  such  30-day  period,  it  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  been  submitted  upon  the  expiration  of 
such  period),  and 

"  (ii)  in  any  other  case,  not  less  than  90  days  after  the  later 
of  (I)  the  date  on  which  such  benefit  is  alleged  to  have  been 
due,  or  (II)  the  date  on  which  such  individual  furnished 
the  last  information  requested  by  the  Secretary  (and  such 
written  request  will  be  deemed  to  be  filed  on  the  day  on  which 
it  was  filed,  or  the  ninetieth  day  after  the  first  day  on  which 
the  Secretary  has  evidence  that  such  allegation  is  true,  which- 
ever is  later), 

the  Secretary  shall,  if  he  finds  that  benefits  are  due,  certify  such  bene- 
fits for  payment,  and  payment  shall  be  made  within  15  days  immedi- 
ately following  the  date  on  which  the  written  request  is  deemed  to 
have  been  filed. 

"(3)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Secretary  determines  that  there  is 
evidence,  although  additional  evidence  might  be  required  for  a  final 
decision,  that  an  allegation  described  in  paragraph  (2)  (A)  is  true,  he 
may  make  a  preliminary  certification  of  such  benefit  for  payment  even 
though  the  30-day  or  90-day  periods  described  in  paragraph  (2)  (B) 
(i)  and  (B)  (ii)  have  not  elapsed. 

"  (4)  Any  payment  made  pursuant  to  a  certification  under  paragraph 

(3)  of  this  subsection  shall  not  be  considered  an  incorrect  payment  for 
purposes  of  determining  the  liability  of  the  certifying  or  disbursing 
officer. 

"(5)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  benefits  payable  under  section 
42  use  428.        228  shall  be  treated  as  monthly  insurance  benefits  payable  under  this 
title.  However,  this  subsection  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  any 
benefit  for  which  a  check  has  been  negotiated,  or  with  respect  to  any 
42  use  423,        benefit  alleged  to  be  due  under  either  section  223,  or  section  202  to  a 
402.  wife,  husband,  or  child  of  an  individual  entitled  to  or  applying  for 

benefits  under  section  223,  or  to  a  child  who  has  attained  age  18  and 
is  under  a  disability,  or  to  a  widow  or  widower  on  the  basis  of  being 
under  a  disability." 
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(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be 
effective  with  respect  to  written  requests  filed  under  section  205 (q) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  after  June  30, 1968. 


DEFINITION  OF  BLINDNESS 


Sec.  172.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  section  216(i)  (1)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "(B)"  and  all  that  follows  42  use  416. 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(B)  blindness;  and  the  term  'blindness' 
means  central  visual  acuity  of  20/200  or  less  in  the  better  eye  with  the 
use  of  a  correcting  lens." 

(b)  The  second  sentence  of  section  216  ( i )  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows:  "An  eye  which  is  accompanied  by  a  limitation  in 
the  fields  of  vision  such  that  the  widest  diameter  of  the  visual  field 
subtends  an  angle  no  greater  than  20  degrees  shall  be  considered  for 
purposes  of  this  paragraph  as  having  a  central  visual  acuity  of 
20/200  or  less." 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  be  effective  with  re- 
spect to  benefits  under  section  223  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  42  use  423. 
months  after  January  1968  based  on  applications  filed  after  the  date 

of  enactment  of  this  Act  and  with  respect  to  disability  determinations 
under  section  216 ( i)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  based  on  applications 
fi'ed  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 


attorneys  fees  for  claimants 


Sec.  173.  Section  206(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  42  use  406. 
inserting,  immediately  before  the  last  sentence  thereof,  the  following 
new  sentences :  "Whenever  the  Secretary,  in  any  claim  before  him  for 
benefits  under  this  title,  makes  a  determination  favorable  to  the  claim- 
ant, he  shall,  if  the  claimant  was  represented  by  an  attorney  in  con- 
nection with  such  claim,  fix  (in  accordance  with  the  regulations  pre- 
scribed pursuant  to  the  preceding  sentence)  a  reasonable  fee  to  com- 
pensate such  attorney  for  the  services  performed  by  him  in  connection 
with  such  claim.  If  as  a  result  of  such  determination,  such  claimant  is 
entitled  to  past-due  benefits  under  this  title,  the  Secretary  shall,  not- 
withstanding section  205 (i),  certify  for  payment  (out  of  such  past-  42  use  405. 
due  benefits)  to  such  attorney  an  amount  equal  to  whichever  of  the 
following  is  the  smaller:  (A)  25  per  centum  of  the  total  amount  of 
such  past-due  benefits,  (B)  the  amount  of  the  attorney's  fee  so  fixed, 
or  (C)  the  amount  agreed  upon  between  the  claimant  and  such  attor- 
ney as  the  fee  for  such  attorney's  services." 

TITLE  II— PUBLIC  WELFARE  AMENDMENTS 

Part  1 — Public  Assistance  Amendments 

PROGRAMS  OF  SERVICES  FURNISHED  TO  FAMILIES  WITH  DEPENDENT 

CHILDREN 

Sec.  201.  (a)(1)  Section  402(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
amended  by  section  202(a)  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by—  Post,  p.  881. 

(A)  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  clause  (13)  ; 

(B)  striking  out  clause  (14),  including  the  period  at  the  end 
thereof,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "(14)  pro- 
vide for  the  development  and  application  of  a  program  for  such 

family  services,  as  defined  in  section  406(d),  and  child-welfare   Post,  p.  880. 
services,  as  defined  in  section  425,  for  each  child  and  relative  who  post,  p.  914. 
receives  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children,  and  each  ap- 
propriate individual  (living  in  the  same  home  as  a  relative  and 
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child  receiving  such  aid  whose  needs  are  taken  into  account  in 
making  the  determination  under  clause  (7)),  as  may  be  neces- 
sary in  the  light  of  the  particular  home  conditions  and  other 
needs  of  such  child,  relative,  and  individual,  in  order  to  assist 
such  child,  relative,  and  individual  to  attain  or  retain  capability 
for  self-support  and  care  and  in  order  to  maintain  and  strengthen 
family  life  and  to  foster  child  development;";  and 

(C)  adding  after  clause  (14)  the  following  new  clauses:  "(15) 
provide — 

"(A)  for  the  development  of  a  program  for  each  appropriate 
relative  and  dependent  child  receiving  aid  under  the  plan,  and 
each  appropriate  individual  (living  in  the  same  home  as  a  relative 
and  child  receiving  such  aid)  whose  needs  are  taken  into  account 
in  making  the  determination  under  clause  (7),  with  the  objective 
of— 

"(i)  assuring,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  that  such 
relative,  child,  and  individual  will  enter  the  labor  force  and 
accept  employment  so  that  they  will  become  self-sufficient, 
and 

"(ii)  preventing  or  reducing  the  incidence  of  births  out  of 
wedlock  and  otherwise  strengthening  family  life, 
"(B)  for  the  implementation  of  such  programs  by — 

"(i)  assuring  that  such  relative,  child,  or  individual  who 
is  referred  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  pursuant  to  clause  (19) 
is  furnished  child-care  services  and  that  in  all  appropriate 
cases  family  planning  services  are  offered  them,  and 

"(ii)  in  appropriate  cases,  providing  aid  to  families  with 
dependent  children  in  the  form  of  payments  of  the  types  de- 
Post,  p. 893.  scribed  in  section  406(b)(2),  and 

"(C)  that  the  acceptance  by  such  child,  relative,  or  individual 
of  family  planning  services  provided  under  the  plan  shall  be  vol- 
untary on  the  part  of  such  child,  relative,  or  individual  and  shall 
not  be  a  prerequisite  to  eligibility  for  or  the  receipt  of  any  other 
service  or  aid  under  the  plan, 

"(D)  for  such  review  of  each  such  program  as  may  be  necessary 
(as  frequently  as  may  be  necessary,  but  at  least  once  a  year)  to 
insure  that  it  is  being  effectively  implemented, 

"(E)  for  furnishing  the  Secretary  with  such  reports  as  he 
may  specify  showing  the  results  of  such  programs,  and 

"(F)  to  the  extent  that  such  programs  under  this  clause  or 
Ante,  p.  877.  clause  (14)  are  developed  and  implemented  by  services  furnished 
by  the  staff  of  the  State  agency  or  the  local  agency  administering 
the  State  plan  in  each  of  the  political  subdivisions  of  the  State, 
for  the  establishment  of  a  single  organizational  unit  in  such  State 
or  local  agency,  as  the  case  may  be,  responsible  for  the  furnishing 
of  such  services; 

(16)  provide  that  where  the  State  agency  has  reason  to  believe  that 
the  home  in  which  a  relative  and  child  receiving  aid  reside  is  unsuit- 
able for  the  child  because  of  the  neglect,  abuse,  or  exploitation  of  such 
child  it  shall  bring  such  condition  to  the  attention  of  the  appropriate 
court  or  law  enforcement  agencies  in  the  State,  providing  such  data 
with  respect  to  the  situation  it  may  have;  (17)  provide — 

"(A)  for  the  development  and  implementation  of  a  program 
under  which  the  State  agency  will  undertake — 

"(i)  in  the  case  of  a  child  born  out  of  wedlock  who  is  re- 
ceiving aid  to  families  with  dependent  children,  to  establish 
the  paternity  of  such  child  and  secure  support  for  him,  and 
"(ii)  in  the  case  of  any  child  receiving  such  aid  who  has 
been  deserted  or  abandoned  by  his  parent,  to  secure  support 
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for  such  child  from  such  parent  (or  from  any  other  person 
legally  liable  for  such  support),  utilizing  any  reciprocal  ar- 
rangements adopted  with  other  States  to  obtain  or  enforce 
court  orders  for  support,  and 
"(B)  for  the  establishment  of  a  single  organizational  unit  in 
the  State  agency  or  local  agency  administering  the  State  plan  in 
each  political  subdivision  which  will  be  responsible  for  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  program  referred  to  in  clause  (A)  ; 
(18)  provide  for  entering  into  cooperative  arrangements  with  appro- 
priate courts  and  law  enforcement  officials  (A)  to  assist  the  State 
agency  in  administering  the  program  referred  to  in  clause  (17)  (A), 
including  the  entering  into  of  financial  arrangements  with  such  courts 
and  officials  in  order  to  assure  optimum  results  under  such  program, 
and  (B)  with  respect  to  any  other  matters  of  common  concern  to  such 
courts  or  officials  and  the  State  agency  or  local  agency  administering 
the  State  plan." 

(2)  Section  402(a)  (13)  of  such  Act  (as  redesignated  by  section 
202(a)  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "(if  any)''.  Post,  p.  881. 

(b)  Section  402  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there- 
of the  following  new  subsection : 

"(c)  The  Secretary  shall,  on  the  basis  of  his  review  of  the  reports 
received  from  the  States  under  clause  (15)  of  subsection  (a),  compile 
such  data  as  he  believes  necessary  and  from  time  to  time  publish  his 
findings  as  to  the  effectiveness  of  the  programs  developed  and  admin- 
istered by  the  States  under  such  clause.  The  Secretary  shall  annually  Report  to 
report  to  the  Congress  (with  the  first  such  report  being  made  on  or  Congress, 
before  July  1,  1970)  on  the  programs  developed  and  administered  by 
each  State  under  such  clause  ( 15) ." 

(c)  Section  403(a)  (3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  sub-  76  Stat.  175. 
paragraphs  (A)  and  (B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:    42  use  603. 

"(A)  75  per  centum  of  so  much  of  such  expenditures  as 
are  for — 

"(i)  any  of  the  services  described  in  clauses  (14)  and 
(15)  of  section  402(a)  which  are  provided  to  any  child  Ante,  p,  877. 
or  relative  who  is  receiving  aid  under  the  plan,  or  to  any 
other  individual  (living  in  the  same  home  as  such  rela- 
tive and  child)  whose  needs  are  taken  into  account  in 
making  the  determination  under  clause  (7)  of  such 
section, 

"(ii)  any  of  the  services  described  in  clauses  (14)  and 
(15)  of  section  402(a)  which  are  provided  to  any  child 
or  relative  who  is  applying  for  aid  to  families  with 
dependent  children  or  who,  within  such  period  or  periods 
as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe,  has  been  or  is  likely  to 
become  an  applicant  for  or  recipient  of  such  aid,  or 

"(iii)  the  training  of  personnel  employed  or  prepar- 
ing for  employment  by  the  State  agency  or  by  the  local 
agency  administering  the  plan  in  the  political  subdivi- 
sion; plus". 

(d)  Section  403(a)  (3)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended — 
(1)(A)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (C),  (I)),  and  (E)  as 

subparagraphs  (B),  (C),and  (D), respectively, 

(B)  by  striking  out  "subparagraph  (E)"  in  subparagraph  (C) 
(as  so  redesignated)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subparagraph 
(D)",  and 

(C)  by  striking  out  "subparagraph  (D)"  in  the  matter  follow- 
ing subparagraph  (D)  (as  so  redesignated)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "subparagraph  (C)"; 
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Repeal. 

76  Stat.  176. 

42  USC  603. 

Repeal. 

42  USC  608. 

49  Stat.  629} 
64  Stat.  551. 
42  USC  606. 
"Family  serv- 
ioes." 


42  USC  602. 


Post,  p.  911. 


(2)  by  striking  out  "subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)"  in  the  sen- 
tence following  subparagraph  (B)  (as  redesignated  by  paragraph 
(1)  of  this  subsection)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subpara- 
graph (A)"; 

(3)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  of  the  sentence 
following  subparagraph  (B)  (as  redesignated  by  paragraph  (1) 
of  this  subsection)  the  following:  " ;  and  except  that,  to  the  extent 
specified  by  the  Secretary,  child- welfare  services,  family  planning 
services,  and  family  services  may  be  provided  from  sources  other 


(4)  by  striking  out  "subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C)  apply'"  in 
the  last  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subparagraph  (B) 
applies". 

(e)  (1)  Section  403(c)  of  such  Act  is  repealed. 

(2)  Section  403(a)(3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"whose  State  plan  approved  under  section  402  meets  the  requirements 
of  subsection  (c)  (1)",  and  by  striking  out  ";  and"  at  the  end  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  a  period. 

(3)  Section  403(a)  (4)  of  such  Act  is  repealed. 

(4)  Section  408(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "and 


(f)  Section  406  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there- 
of the  following  new  subsection  : 

"(d)  The  term  'family  services'  means  services  to  a  family  or  any 
member  thereof  for  the  purpose  of  preserving,  rehabilitating,  reunit- 
ing, or  strengthening  the  family,  and  such  other  services  as  will  assist 
members  of  a  family  to  attain  or  retain  capability  for  the  maximum 
self -support  and  personal  independence." 

(g)  (1)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a),  (b),  (d),  (e), 
and  (f)  of  this  section  shall  be  effective  July  1,  1968  (or  earlier  if 
the  State  plan  so  provides)  ;  except  that  (A)  if  on  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act  the  agency  of  a  State  referred  to  in  section  402(a)  (3) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  different  from  the  agency  of  such  State 
responsible  for  administering  the  plan  for  child-welfare  services 
developed  pursuant  to  part  B  of  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 
the  provisions  of  section  402(a)  (15)  (F)  of  such  Act  (added  thereto 
by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section)  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  such 
agencies  but  only  so  long  as  such  agencies  of  the  State  are  different, 
and  (B)  if  on  such  date  the  local  agency  administering  the  plan  of  a 
State  under  part  A  of  title  IV  of  such  Act  in  a  political  subdivision 
is  different  from  the  local  agency  in  such  subdivision  administering 
the  State's  plan  for  child-welfare  services  developed  pursuant  to  part 
B  of  title  IV  of  such  Act,  the  provisions  of  such  section  402(a)  (15)  (F) 
shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  such  agencies  but  only  so  long  as  such 
local  agencies  are  different. 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (c)  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  services  furnished  after  June  30,  1968,  or  furnished  after  such 
earlier  date  as  the  State  plan  may  provide  with  respect  to  the  amend- 
ment made  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection. 

(h)  Notwithstanding  subparagraph  (A)  of  section  403(a)(3)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  (as  amended  by  subsection  (c)  of  this  section), 
the  rate  specified  in  such  subparagraph  in  the  case  of  any  State  shall 
be  85  per  centum  (rather  than  75  per  centum)  with  respect  to  expendi- 
tures, for  services  furnished  pursuant  to  clauses  (14)  and  (15)  of 
section  402(a)  of  such  Act,  made  on  or  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act,  and  prior  to  July  1,  1969. 
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EARNINGS  EXEMPTION  FOK  RECIPIENTS  OF  AID  TO  FAMILIES  WITH 
DEPENDENT  CHILDREN 

Sec.  202.  (a)  Clauses  (8)  through  (13)  of  section  402(a)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  are  redesignated  as  clauses  (9)  through  (14),  53  stat.  1379; 
respectively.  76  stat.  185. 

(b)  Effective  July  1,  1969,  section  402(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  42  use  602. 
by  striking  out  clause  (7)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
'•(7)  except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  in  clause  (8),  provide  that 
the  State  agency  shall,  in  determining  need,  take  into  consideration 
any  other  income  and  resources  of  any  child  or  relative  claiming  aid 
to  families  with  dependent  children,  or  of  any  other  individual  (living 
in  the  same  home  as  such  child  and  relative)  whose  needs  the  State 
determines  should  be  considered  in  determining  the  need  of  the  child 
or  relative  claiming  such  aid,  as  well  as  any  expenses  reasonably  attrib- 
utable to  the  earning  of  any  such  income;  (8)  provide  that,  in  making 
the  determination  under  clause  (7),  the  State  agency — 

"(A)  shall  with  respect  to  any  month  disregard — 

"(i)  all  of  the  earned  income  of  each  dependent  child 
receiving  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children  who  is 
(as  determined  by  the  State  in  accordance  with  standards 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary)  a  full-time  student  or  part-time 
student  who  is  not  a  full-time  employee  attending  a  school, 
college,  or  university,  or  a  course  of  vocational  or  technical 
training  designed  to  fit  him  for  gainful  employment,  and 

"(ii)  in  the  case  of  earned  income  of  a  dependent  child  not 
included  under  clause  (i),  a  relative  receiving  such  aid,  and 
any  other  individual  (living  in  the  same  home  as  such  relative 
and  child)  whose  needs  are  taken  into  account  in  making  such 
determination,  the  first  $30  of  the  total  of  such  earned  income 
for  such  month  plus  one-third  of  the  remainder  of  such 
income  for  such  month;  and 
"(B)  (i)  may,  subject  to  the  limitations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  permit  all  or  any  portion  of  the  earned  or  other  income 
to  be  set  aside  for  future  identifiable  needs  of  a  dependent  child, 
and  (ii)  may,  before  disregarding  the  amounts  referred  to  in  sub- 
paragraph (A)  and  clause  (i)  of  this  subparagraph,  disregard 
not  more  than  $5  per  month  of  any  income; 
except  that,  with  respect  to  any  month,  the  State  agency  shall  not 
disregard  any  earned  income  (other  than  income  referred  to  in  sub- 
paragraph (B))  of — 

•'(C)  any  one  of  the  persons  specified  in  clause  (ii)  of  sub- 
paragraph (A)  if  such  person — 

"(i)  terminated  his  employment  or  reduced  his  earned  in- 
come without  good  cause  within  such  period  (of  not  less  than 
30  days)  preceding  such  month  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary ;  or 

"(ii)  refused  without  good  cause,  within  such  period  pre- 
ceding such  month  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary, 
to  accept  employment  in  which  he  is  able  to  engage  which  is 
offered  through  the  public  employment  offices  of  the  State, 
or  is  otherwise  offered  by  an  employer  if  the  offer  of  such  em- 
ployer is  determined  by  the  State  or  local  agency  administer- 
ing the  State  plan,  after  notification  by  him,  to  be  a  bona 
fide  offer  of  employment ;  or 
"(D)  any  of  such  persons  specified  in  clause  (ii)  of  subpara- 
graph (A)  if  with  respect  to  such  month  the  income  of  the  per- 
sons so  specified  (within  the  meaning  of  clause  (7) )  was  in  excess 
of  their  need  as  determined  by  the  State  agency  pursuant  to 
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clause  (7)  (without  regard  to  clause  (8)),  unless,  for  any  one 
of  the  four  months  preceding  such  month,  the  needs  of  such  per- 
sons were  met  by  the  furnishing  of  aid  under  the  plan;"'. 
42  use  602.  (c)  A  State  whose  plan  under  section  402  of  the  Social  Security  Act 

has  been  approved  by  the  Secretary  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  failed 
to  comply  substantially  with  the  requirements  of  section  402(a)(7) 
of  such  Act  (as  in  effect  prior  to  July  1,  1969)  for  any  period  begin- 
ning after  December  31,  1967,  and  ending  prior  to  July  1.  1969,  if 
for  such  period  the  State  agency  disregards  earned  income  of  the  in- 
dividuals involved  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  specified  in 
Ante,  p.  881.      section  402(a)  (7)  and  (8)  of  such  Act  as  amended  by  this  Act. 

(d)  Effective  with  respect  to  quarters  beginning  after  June  30, 
1968,  in  determining  the  need  of  individuals  claiming  aid  under  a 
State  plan  approved  under  part  A  of  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security 
Post  p.  911.  -^ctf  tne  State  shall  apply  the  provisions  of  such  part  notwithstand- 
ing any  provisions  of  law  (other  than  such  Act)  requiring  the  State 
to  disregard  earned  income  of  such  individuals  in  determining  need 
under  such  State  plan. 

DEPENDENT   CHILDREN"   OF   UNEMPLOYED  FATHEKS 

75  Stat.  75.  Sec.  203.  (a)  Section  407  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to 

42  use  507.        read  as  follows: 

"dependent  children  of  unemployed  fathers 

"Dependent  "Sec.  407.  (a)  The  term  'dependent  child'  shall,  notwithstanding 

child."  section  406(a),  include  a  needy  child  who  meets  the  requirements  of 

42  use  606.  section  406(a)(2),  who  has  been  deprived  of  parental  support  or 
care  by  reason  of  the  unemployment  (as  determined  in  accordance 
with  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary)  of  his  father,  and  who 
is  living  with  any  of  the  relatives  specified  in  section  406(a)(1)  in 
a  place  of  residence  maintained  by  one  or  more  of  such  relatives  as 
his  (or  their)  own  home. 

"(b)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  shall  be  applicable  to  a  State 
if  the  State's  plan  approved  under  section  402 — 

"(1)  requires  the  payment  of  aid  to  families  with  dependent 
children  with  respect  to  a  dependent  child  as  defined  in  subsection 
(a)  when — 

"(A)  such  child's  father  has  not  been  employed  (as  deter- 
mined in  accordance  with  standards  prescribed  by  the  Sec- 
retary) for  at  least  30  days  prior  to  the  receipt  of  such  aid, 

"(B)  such  father  has  not  without  good  cause,  within  such 
period  (of  not  less  than  30  days)  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  refused  a  bona  fide  offer  of  employment  or  training 
for  employment,  and 

"(C)  (i)  such  father  has  6  or  more  quarters  of  work  (as 
defined  in  subsection  (d)(1))  in  any  13-calendar-quarter 
period  ending  within  one  year  prior  to  the  application  for 
such  aid  or  (ii)  he  received  unemployment  compensation 
under  an  unemployment  compensation  law  of  a  State  or  of 
the  United  States,  or  he  was  qualified  (within  the  meaning  of 
subsection  (d)(3))  for  unemployment  compensation  under 
the  unemployment  compensation  law  of  the  State,  within 
one  year  prior  to  the  application  for  such  aid ;  and 
"(2)  provides — 

"(A)  for  such  assurances  as  will  satisfy  the  Secretary  that 
fathers  of  dependent  children  as  defined  in  subsection  (a) 
will  be  referred  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  as  provided  in  sec- 
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tion  402(a)  (19)  within  thirty  days  after  receipt  of  aid  with 
respect  to  such  children; 

U(B)  for  entering  into  cooperative  arrangements  with  the 
State  agency  responsible  for  administering  or  supervising  the 
administration  of  vocational  education  in  the  State,  designed 
to  assure  maximum  utilization  of  available  public  vocational 
education  services  and  facilities  in  the  State  in  order  to  en- 
courage the  retraining  of  individuals  capable  of  being  re- 
trained; and 

"(C)  for  the  denial  of  aid  to  families  with  dependent  chil- 
dren to  any  child  or  relative  specified  in  subsection  (a)  if, 
and  for  as  long  as,  such  child's  father — 

"(i)  is  not  currently  registered  with  the  public  em- 
ployment offices  in  the  State,  or 

"(ii)  receives  unemployment  compensation  under  an 
unemployment  compensation  law  of  a  State  or  of  the 
United  States. 

'•(c)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  this  section,  expendi- 
tures pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  excluded  from  aid  to  families 
with  dependent  children  (A)  where  such  expenditures  are  made  under 
the  plan  with  respect  to  any  dependent  child  as  defined  in  subsection 
(a) ,  ( i)  for  any  part  of  the  30-day  period  referred  to  in  subparagraph 

(A)  of  subsection  (b)  (1),  or  (ii)  for  any  period  prior  to  the  time 
when  the  father  satisfies  subparagraph  (B)  of  such  subsection,  and 

(B)  if.  and  for  as  long  as,  no  action  is  taken  (after  the  30-day  period 
referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A)  of  subsection  (b)(2)),  under  the 
program  therein  specified,  to  refer  such  father  to  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  pursuant  to  section  402(a)  (19). 

"(d)  For  purposes  of  this  section — 

"(1)  the  term  'quarter  of  work'  with  respect  to  any  individual 
means  a  calendar  quarter  in  which  such  individual  received  earned 
income  of  not  less  than  $50  (or  which  is  a  'quarter  of  coverage'  as 
defined  in  section  213(a)  (2) ),  or  in  which  such  individual  partici- 
pated in  a  community  work  and  training  program  under  section 
409  or  any  other  work  and  training  program  subject  to  the  limita- 
tions in  section  409,  or  the  work  incentive  program  established 
under  part  C ; 

"(2)  the  term  'calendar  quarter'  means  a  period  of  3  consecu- 
tive calendar  months  ending  on  March  31,  June  30,  September  30, 
or  December  31 ;  and 

"(3)  an  individual  shall  be  deemed  qualified  for  unemployment 
compensation  under  the  State's  unemployment  compensation  law 
if— 

"(A)  he  would  have  been  eligible  to  receive  such  unemploy- 
ment compensation  upon  filing  application,  or 

"(B)  he  performed  work  not  covered  under  such  law  and 
such  work,  if  it  had  been  covered,  would  (together  with  any 
covered  work  he  performed)  have  made  him  eligible  to  re- 
ceive such  unemployment  compensation  upon  filing  appli- 
cation." 

(b)  In  the  case  of  an  application  for  aid  to  families  with  dependent 
children  under  a  State  plan  approved  under  section  402  of  such  Act 
with  respect  to  a  dependent  child  as  defined  in  section  407(a)  of  such 
Act  (as  amended  by  this  section)  within  6  months  after  the  effective 
date  of  the  modification  of  such  State  plan  which  provides  for  pay- 
ments in  accordance  with  section  407  of  such  Act  as  so  amended,  the 
father  of  such  child  shall  be  deemed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  sub- 
paragraph (C)  of  section  407(b)  (1)  of  such  Act  (as  so  amended)  if 
at  any  time  after  April  1961  and  prior  to  the  date  of  application  such 
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father  met  the  requirements  of  such  subparagraph  (C).  For  purposes 
of  the  preceding  sentence,  an  individual  receiving  aid  to  families  with 
dependent  children  (under  section  407  of  the  Social  Security  Act  as 
in  effect  before  the  enactment  of  this  Act)  for  the  last  month  ending 
before  the  effective  date  of  the  modification  referred  to  in  such  sen- 
tence shall  be  deemed  to  have  filed  application  for  such  aid  under  such 
Ante,  p.  882.  section  407  (as  amended  bv  this  section)  on  the  day  after  such  effective 
date. 

(c)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  be  effective 
January  1,  1968;  except  that  no  State  which  had  in  operation  a  pro- 
gram of  aid  with  respect  to  children  of  unemployed  parents  under 
section  407  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  in  effect  prior  to  such  amend- 
ment) in  the  calendar  quarter  commencing  October  1,  1967,  shall 
be  required  to  include  any  additional  child  or  family  under  its  State 
42  use  602.  plan  approved  under  section  402  of  such  Act,  by  reason  of  the  enact- 
ment of  such  amendment,  prior  to  July  1, 1969. 

WORK  INCENTIVE  PROGRAM  FOR  RECIPIENTS  OF  AID  UNDER  PART  A  OF 

TITLE  IV 

Sec.  204.  (a)  Title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  in- 
serting after  part  B  (hereinafter  added  to  such  title  by  section  240 
Pest,  p.  911.      of  this  Act)  the  following  material : 

''Part  C — Work  Incentive  Program  for  Recipients  of  Aid  Under 
State  Plan  Approved  Under  Part  A 

"purpose 

"Sec.  430.  The  purpose  of  this  part  is  to  require  the  establishment  of 
a  program  utilizing  all  available  manpower  services,  including  those 
authorized  under  other  provisions  of  law,  under  which  individuals  re- 
ceiving aid  to  families  with  dependent  children  will  be  furnished 
incentives,  opportunities,  and  necessary  services  in  order  for  (1)  the 
employment  of  such  individuals  in  the  regular  economy,  (2)  the  train- 
ing of  such  individuals  for  work  in  the  regular  economy,  and  (3)  the 
participation  of  such  individuals  in  special  work  projects,  thus  re- 
storing the  families  of  such  individuals  to  independence  and  useful 
roles  in  their  communities.  It  is  expected  that  the  individuals  partici- 
pating in  the  program  established  under  this  part  will  acquire  a  sense 
of  dignity,  self- worth,  and  confidence  which  will  flow  from  being  rec- 
ognized as  a  wage-earning  member  of  society  and  that  the  example  of 
a  working  adult  in  these  families  Avill  have  beneficial  effects  on  the 
children  in  such  families. 

"appropriation 

"Sec.  431.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for  each  fiscal  year  a  sum 
sufficient  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  part.  The  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  shall  transfer  to  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  from  time  to  time  sufficient  amounts,  out  of  the  moneys  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  this  section,  to  enable  him  to  carry  out  such 
purposes. 

"establishment  of  programs 

"Sec.  432.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Labor  (hereinafter  in  this  part- 
referred  to  as  the  Secretary)  shall,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
this  part,  establish  work  incentive  programs  (as  provided  for  in  sub- 
section (b) )  in  each  State  and  in  each  political  subdivision  of  a  State  in 
which  he  determines  there  is  a  significant  number  of  individuals  who 
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have  attained  age  16  and  are  receiving  aid  to  families  with  dependent 
children.  In  other  political  subdivisions,  he  shall  use  his  best  efforts 
to  provide  such  programs  either  within  such  subdivisions  or  through 
the  provision  of  transportation  for  such  persons  to  political  subdivi- 
sions of  the  State  in  which  such  programs  are  established. 

"(b)  Such  programs  shall  include,  but  shall  not  be  limited  to,  (1) 
a  program  placing  as  many  individuals  as  is  possible  in  employment, 
and  utilizing  on-the-job  training  positions  for  others,  (2)  a  program 
of  institutional  and  work  experience  training  for  those  individuals 
for  whom  such  training  is  likely  to  lead  to  regular  employment,  and 
(3)  a,  program  of  special  work  projects  for  individuals  for  whom 
a  job  in  the  regular  economy  cannot  be  found. 

"(c)  In  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this  part  the  Secretary  may 
make  grants  to,  or  enter  into  agreements  with,  public  or  private  agen- 
cies or  organizations  (including  Indian  tribes  with  respect  to  Indians 
on  a  reservation),  except  that  no  such  grant  or  agreement  shall  be 
made  to  or  with  a  private  employer  for  profit  or  with  a  private  non- 
profit employer  not  organized  for  a  public  purpose  for  purposes  of  the 
work  experience  program  established  by  clause  (2)  of  subsection  (b). 

"(d)  Using  funds  appropriated  under  this  part,  the  Secretary,  in 
order  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  part,  shall  utilize  his  authority 
under  the  Manpower  Development  and  Training  Act  of  1962,  the  Act  76  stat.  23. 
of  June  6,  1933,  as  amended  (48  Stat.  113),  and  other  Acts,  to  the  42  use  2571* 
extent  such  authority  is  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act.  note. 

"(e)  The  Secretary  shall  take  appropriate  steps  to  assure  that  the  29  use  49-49k. 
present  level  of  manpower  services  available  under  the  authority  of 
other  statutes  to  recipients  of  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children 
is  not  reduced  as  a  result  of  programs  under  this  part. 

"operation  of  program 

"Sec.  433.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  a  program  of  testing  and 
counseling  for  all  persons  referred  to  him  by  a  State,  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 402,  and  shall  select  those  persons  whom  he  finds  suitable  for  the 
programs  established  by  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  section  432(b).  Those 
not  so  selected  shall  be  deemed  suitable  for  the  program  established  by 
clause  (3)  of  such  section  432(b)  unless  the  Secretary  finds  that  there 
is  good  cause  for  an  individual  not  to  participate  in  such  program. 

"(b)  The  Secretary  shall  develop  an  employability  plan  for  each 
suitable  person  referred  to  him  under  section  402  which  shall  describe  42  use  602. 
the  education,  training,  work  experience,  and  orientation  which  it  is 
determined  that  each  such  person  needs  to  complete  in  order  to  enable 
him  to  become  self-supporting. 

"(c)  The  Secretary  shall  make  maximum  use  of  services  available 
from  other  Federal  and  State  agencies  and,  to  the  extent  not  other- 
wise available  on  a  nonreimbursable  basis,  he  may  reimburse  such 
agencies  for  services  rendered  to  persons  under  this  part. 

"(d)  To  the  extent  practicable  and  where  necessary,  work  incentive 
programs  established  by  this  part  shall  include,  in  addition  to  the 
regular  counseling,  testing,  and  referral  available  through  the  Fed- 
eral-State Employment  Service  System,  program  orientation,  basic 
education,  training  in  communications  and  employability  skills,  work 
experience,  institutional  training,  on-the-job  training,  job  develop- 
ment, and  special  job  placement  and  followup  services,  required  to 
assist  participants  in  securing  and  retaining  employment  and  securing 
possibilities  for  advancement. 

"(e)(1)  In  order  to  develop  special  work  projects  under  the  pro- 
gram established  by  section  432(b)  (3).  the  Secretary  shall  enter  into 
agreements  with  (A)  public  agencies,  (B)  private  nonprofit  orga- 
nizations established  to  serve  a  public  purpose,  and  (C)  Indian  tribes 
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with  respect  to  Indians  on  a  reservation,  under  which  individuals 
deemed  suitable  for  participation  in  such  a  program  will  be  provided 
work  which  serves  a  useful  public  purpose  and  which  would  not  other- 
wise be  performed  by  regular  employees. 
"(2)  Such  agreements  shall  provide — 

"(A)  for  the  payment  by  the  Secretary  to  each  employer  a 
portion  of  the  wages  to  be  paid  by  the  employer  to  the  individuals 
for  the  work  performed; 

"'(B)  the  hourly  wage  rate  and  the  number  of  hours  per  week 
individuals  will  be  scheduled  to  work  on  special  work  projects  of 
such  employer; 

"(C)  that  the  Secretary  will  have  such  access  to  the  premises 
of  the  employer  as  he  finds  necessary  to  determine  whether  such 
employer  is  carrying  out  his  obligations  under  the  agreement  and 
this  part;  and 

•'(D)  that  the  Secretary  may  terminate  any  agreement  under 
this  subsection  at  any  time. 
"(3)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  one  or  more  accounts  in  each 
State  with  respect  to  the  special  work  projects  established  and  main- 
tained pursuant  to  this  subsection  and  place  into  such  accounts  the 
amounts  paid  to  him  by  the  State  agency  pursuant  to  section  402(a) 
Post,  p.  890,      (19)  (E).  The  amounts  in  such  accounts  shall  be  available  for  the  pay- 
ments specified  in  subparagraph  (A)  of  paragraph  (2).  At  the  end 
of  each  fiscal  year  and  for  such  period  of  time  as  he  may  establish, 
the  Secretary  shall  determine  how  much  of  the  amounts  paid  to  him 
by  the  State  agency  pursuant  to  section  402(a)  (19)  (E)  were  not 
expended  as  provided  by  the  preceding  sentence  of  this  paragraph 
and  shall  return  such  unexpended  amounts  to  the  State,  which 
amounts  shall  be  regarded  as  overpayments  for  purposes  of  section 
42  USC  603.         403 (b)  (2). 

"(4)  No  wage  rates  provided  under  any  agreement  entered  into 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  lower  than  the  applicable  minimum 
wage  for  the  particular  work  concerned. 

"(f)  Before  entering  into  a  project  under  any  of  the  programs 
established  by  this  part,  the  Secretary  shall  have  reasonable  assurances 
that- 
'll) appropriate  standards  for  the  health,  safety,  and  other 
conditions  applicable  to  the  performance  of  work  and  training  on 
such  project  are  established  and  will  be  maintained, 

"(2)  such  project  will  not  result  in  the  displacement  of  em- 
ployed workers, 

"(3)  with  respect  to  such  project  the  conditions  of  work,  train- 
ing, education,  and  employment  are  reasonable  in  the  light  of 
such  factors  as  the  type  of  work,  geographical  region,  and  pro- 
ficiency of  the  participant, 

"(4)  appropriate  workmen's  compensation  protection  is  pro- 
vided to  all  participants. 
"  (g)  Where  an  individual,  referred  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  pur- 
suant to  section  402  (a)  (19)  (A)  (i)  and  (ii)  refuses  without  good  cause 
to  accept  employment  or  participate  in  a  project  under  a  program 
established  by  this  part,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  (after  providing 
opportunity  for  fair  hearing)  notify  the  State  agency  which  referred 
such  individual  and  submit  such  other  information  as  he  may  have 
with  respect  to  such  refusal. 

"(h)  With  respect  to  individuals  who  are  participants  in  special 
work  projects  under  the  program  established  by  section  432(b)(3), 
the  Secretary  shall  periodically  (but  at  least  once  every  six  months) 
review  the  employment  record  of  each  such  individual  while  on  such 
special  work  project  and  on  the  basis  of  such  record  and  such  other 
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information  as  he  may  acquire  determine  whether  it  would  be  feasible 
to  place  such  individual  in  regular  employment  or  on  any  of  the  proj- 
ects under  the  programs  established  by  section  432(b)  (1)  and  (2). 

"incentive  payment 

"Sec.  434.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pay  to  any  participant 
under  a  program  established  by  section  432(b)  (2)  an  incentive  pay- 
ment of  not  more  than  $30  per  month,  payable  in  such  amounts  and  at 
such  times  as  the  Secretary  prescribes. 

"federal  assistance 

"Sec.  435.  (a)  Federal  assistance  under  this  part  shall  not  exceed  80 
per  centum  of  the  costs  of  carrying  out  this  part.  Non-Federal  con- 
tributions may  be  cash  or  in  kind,  fairly  evaluated,  including  but  not 
limited  to  plant,  equipment,  and  services. 

"(b)  Costs  of  carrying  out  this  part  include  costs  of  training,  super- 
vision, materials,  administration,  incentive  payments,  transportation, 
and  other  items  as  are  authorized  by  the  Secretary,  but  may  not  in- 
clude any  reimbursement  for  time  spent  by  participants  in  work,  train- 
ing, or  other  participation  in  the  program;  except  that  with  respect 
to  special  work  projects  under  the  program  established  by  section 
432(b)  (3),  the  costs  of  carrying  out  this  part  shall  include  only  the 
costs  of  administration. 

"period  of  enrollment 

"Sec.  436.  (a)  The  program  established  by  section  432(b)  (2)  shall 
be  designed  by  the  Secretary  so  that  the  average  period  of  enrollment 
under  all  projects  under  such  program  throughout  any  area  of  the 
United  States  will  not  exceed  one  year. 

"(b)  Services  provided  under  this  part  may  continue  to  be  provided 
to  an  individual  for  such  period  as  the  Secretary  determines  (in  ac- 
cordance with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  after  consulta- 
tion with  the.  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare)  is  neces- 
sary to  qualify  him  fully  for  employment  even  though  his  earnings 
disqualify  him  from  aid  under  a  State  plan  approved  under  section 
4Q2_         '  42  USC  602. 

"relocation  of  participants 

"Sec.  437.  The  Secretary  may  assist  participants  to  relocate  their 
place  of  residence  when  he  determines  such  relocation  is  necessary  in 
order  to  enable  them  to  become  permanently  employable  and  self-sup- 
porting. Such  assistance  shall  be  given  only  to  participants  who  con- 
cur in  their  relocation  and  who  will  be  employed  at  their  place  of 
relocation  at  wage  rates  which  will  meet  at  least  their  full  need  as 
determined  by  the  State  to  which  they  will  be  relocated.  Assistance 
under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  the  reasonable  costs  of  transporta- 
tion for  participants,  their  dependents,  and  their  household  belongings 
plus  such  relocation  allowance  as  the  Secretary  determines  to  be 
reasonable. 

"participants  not  federal  employees 

"Sec.  438.  Participants  in  projects  under  programs  established  by 
this  part  shall  be  deemed  not  to  be  Federal  employees  and  shall  not  be 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  Federal  employment,  in- 
cluding those  relating  to  hours  of  work,  rates  of  compensation,  leave, 
unemployment  compensation,  and  Federal  employee  benefits. 
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RULES    AND  REGULATIONS 


"Sec.  439.  The  Secretary  may  issue  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he 
finds  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  part :  Provided,  That 
in  developing  policies  for  programs  established  by  this  part  the  Secre- 
tary shall  consult  with  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare. 


ANNUAL  REPORT 


"Sec.  440.  The  Secretary  shall  annually  report  to  the  Congress 
(with  the  first  such  report  being  made  on  or  before  July  1,  1970)  on 
the  work  incentive  programs  established  by  this  part. 

"EVALUATION    AND  RESEARCH 

"Sec.  441.  The  Secretary  shall  (jointly  with  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare)  provide  for  the  continuing  evaluation  of  the 
work  incentive  programs  established  by  this  part,  including  their  ef- 
fectiveness in  achieving  stated  goals  and  their  impact  on  other  related 
programs.  He  also  may  conduct  research  regarding  ways  to  increase  the 
effectiveness  of  such  programs.  He  may,  for  this  purpose,  contract  for 
independent  evaluations  of  and  research  regarding  such  programs  or 
individual  projects  under  such  programs.  For  purposes  of  sections  435 
and  443,  the  costs  of  carrying  out  this  section  shall  not  be  regarded  as 
costs  of  carrying  out  work  incentive  programs  established  by  this 
part. 

"review  of  special  work  projects  by  a  state  panel 

"Sec.  442.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  make  an  agreement  with  any 
State  which  is  able  and  willing  to  do  so  under  which  the  Governor  of 
the  State  will  create  one  or  more  panels  to  review  applications  tenta- 
tively approved  by  the  Secretary  for  the  special  work  projects  in  such 
State  to  be  established  by  the  Secretary  under  the  program  established 
by  section  432(b)  (3). 

"(b)  Each  such  panel  shall  consist  of  not  more  than  five  and  not 
less  than  three  members,  appointed  by  the  Governor.  The  members 
shall  include  one  representative  of  employers  and  one  representative 
of  employees;  the  remainder  shall  be  representatives  of  the  general 
public.  No  special  work  project  under  such  program  developed  by 
the  Secretary  pursuant  to  an  agreement  under  section  433(e)  (lj  shall, 
in  any  State  which  has  an  agreement  under  this  section,  be  established 
or  maintained  under  such  program  unless  such  project  has  first  been 
approved  by  a  panel  created  pursuant  to  this  section. 


COLLECTION   OF   STATE  SHARE 


42  USC  602. 
42  USC  604. 


42  USC  303, 
603,  1203, 
1353,  1383, 
1396b. 

Post,  p.  890. 


"Sec.  443.  If  a  non-Federal  contribution  of  20  per  centum  of  the 
costs  of  the  work  incentive  programs  established  by  this  part  is  not 
made  in  any  State  (as  specified  in  section  402(a)),  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  may  withhold  any  action  under  sec- 
tion 404  because  of  the  State's  failure  to  comply  substantially  with  a 
provision  required  by  section  402.  If  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  does  withhold  such  action,  he  shall,  after  reasonable 
notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing  to  the  appropriate  State  agency  or 
agencies,  withhold  any  payments  to  be  made  to  the  State  under  sec- 
tions 3(a),  403(a),  1003(a),  1403(a),  1603(a),  and  1903(a)  until  the 
amount  so  withheld  (including  any  amounts  contributed  by  the  State 
pursuant  to  the  requirement  in  section  402(a)  (19)  (C) )  equals  20  per 
centum  of  the  costs  of  such  work  incentive  programs.  Such  withhold- 
ing shall  remain  in  effect  until  such  time  as  the  Secretary  has  assur- 
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ances  from  the  State  that  such  20  per  centum  will  be  contributed  as 
required  by  section  402.  Amounts  so  withheld  shall  be  deemed  to  have  42  use  602 
been  paid  to  the  State  under  such  sections  and  shall  be  paid  bv  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to  the  Secretary.  Such 
payment  shall  be  considered  a  non-Federal  contribution  for  purposes 
of  section  435. 

"agreements  with  other  agencies  providing  assistance  to 
families  of  unemployed  parents 

"Sec.  444.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  enter  into  an  agree- 
ment (in  accordance  with  the  succeeding  provisions  of  this  section) 
with  any  qualified  State  agency  (as  described  in  subsection  (b) )  under 
which  the  program  established  by  the  preceding  sections  of  this  part 
C  will  (except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  section)  be  applicable  to 
individuals  referred  by  such  State  agency  in  the  same  manner,  to  the 
same  extent,  and  under  the  same  conditions  as  such  program  is  ap- 
plicable with  respect  to  individuals  referred  to  the  Secretary  by  a 
State  agency  administering  or  supervising  the  administration  of  a 
State  plan  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare under  part  A  of  this  title. 

"(b)  A  qualified  State  agency  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  is  a  State 
agency  which  is  charged  with  the  administration  of  a  program — 
"(1)  the  purpose  of  which  is  to  provide  aid  or  assistance  to 
the  families  of  unemployed  parents, 

"(2)  which  is  not  established  pursuant  to  part  A  of  title  IV 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  Post»  p«  911, 

"(3)  which  is  financed  entirely  from  funds  appropriated  by 
the  Congress,  and 

"(4)  none  of  the  financing  of  which  is  made  available  under  any 
program  established  pursuant  to  title  V  of  the  Economic  Op- 
portunity Act. 

"(c)(1)  Any  agreement  under  this  section  with  a  qualified  State 
agency  shall  provide  that  such  agency  will,  with  respect  to  all  individ- 
uals receiving  aid  or  assistance  under  the  program  of  aid  or  assistance 
to  families  of  unemployed  parents  administered  by  such  agency,  com- 
ply with  the  requirements  imposed  by  section  402(a)  (15)  and  section  Ante,  p.870. 
402(a)  (19)  (F)  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  if  (A)  post,  p. 890. 
such  qualified  agency  were  the  agency  in  such  State  administering  or 
supervising  the  administration  of  a  State  plan  approved  under  part  A 
of  this  title,  and  (B)  individuals  receiving  aid  or  assistance  under  the 
program  administered  by  such  qualified  agency  were  recipients  of  aid 
under  a  State  plan  which  is  so  approved. 

"(2)  Any  agreement  entered  into  under  this  section  shall  remain  in 
effect  for  such  period  as  may  be  specified  in  the  agreement  by  the  Sec- 
retary and  the  qualified  State  agency,  except  that,  whenever  the  Sec- 
retary determines,  after  reasonable  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing 
to  the  qualified  State  agency,  that  such  agency  has  failed  substantially 
to  comply  with  its  obligations  under  such  agreement,  the  Secretary 
may  suspend  operation  of  the  agreement  until  such  time  as  he  is  satis- 
fied that  the  State  agency  will  no  longer  fail  substantially  to  comply 
with  its  obligations  under  such  agreement. 

"(3)  Any  such  agreement  shall  further  provide  that  the  agreement 
will  be  inoperative  for  any  calendar  quarter  if,  for  the  preceding  calen- 
dar quarter,  the  maximum  amount  of  benefits  payable  under  the  pro- 
gram of  aid  or  assistance  to  families  of  unemployed  parents  adminis- 
tered by  the  qualified  State  agency  which  is  a  party  to  such  agreement 
is  lower  than  the  maximum  amount  of  benefits  payable  under  such 
program  for  the  quarter  which  ended  September  30, 1967. 


81  STAT,  890 


Pub.  Law  90-248  -  70  - 


January  2,  1968 


"(d)  The  Secretary  shall,  at  the  request  of  any  qualified  State 
agency  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and  upon  receipt 
from  it  of  a  list  of  the  names  of  individuals  rereferred  to  the  Secre- 
tary, furnish  to  such  agency  the  names  of  each  individual  on  such  list 
Ante,  p.  885.  participating  in  a  special  work  project  under  section  433 (a)  (3)  whom 
the  Secretary  determines  should  continue  to  participate  in  such  project. 
The  Secretary  shall  not  comply  with  any  such  request  with  respect 
to  an  individual  on  such  list  unless  such  individual  has  been  referred 
Ante,  p.  876.      to  the  Secretary  by  such  agency  under  such  section  402(a)  (15)  for  a 

period  of  at  least  six  months." 
Ante,  p.  877,         (D)  Section  402(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  before  the  period  the  following : 
";  (19)  provide — 

"(A)  for  the  prompt  referral  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
or  his  representative  for  participation  under  a  work  incentive 
Ante,  p.  884.  program  established  by  part  C  of — 

"(i)  each  appropriate  child  and  relative  who  has 
attained  age  sixteen  and  is  receiving  aid  to  families  with 
dependent  children, 

"(ii)  each  appropriate  individual  (living  in  the  same 
home  as  a  relative  and  child  receiving  such  aid)  who  has 
attained  such  age  and  whose  needs  are  taken  into 
account  in  making  the  determination  under  section  402 
(a) (7), and 

"(iii)  any  other  person  claiming  aid  under  the  plan 
(not  included  in  clauses  (i)  and  (ii) ),  who,  after  being 
informed  of  the  work  incentive  programs  established  by 
part  C,  requests  such  referral  unless  the  State  agency 
determines  that  participation  in  any  of  such  programs 
would  be  inimical  to  the  welfare  of  such  person  or  the 
family ; 

except  that  the  State  agency  shall  not  so  refer  a  child,  rela- 
tive, or  individual  under  clauses  (i)  and  (ii)  if  such  child, 
relative,  or  individual  is — 

"(iv)  a  person  with  illness,  incapacity,  or  advanced 
age, 

"(v)  so  remote  from  any  of  the  projects  under  the 
work  incentive  programs  established  by  part  C  that  he 
cannot  effectively  participate  under  any  of  such  pro- 
grams, 

"  (vi)  a  child  attending  school  full  time,  or 
"(vii)  a  person  whose  presence  in  the  home  on  a  sub- 
stantially continuous  basis  is  required  because  of  the 
illness  or  incapacity  of  another  member  of  the  household ; 
"(B)  that  aid  under  the  plan  will  not  be  denied  by  reason 
of  such  referral  or  by  reason  of  an  individual's  participation 
on  a  project  under  the  program  established  by  section 
432(b)  (2)  or  (3) ; 

"(C)  for  arrangements  to  assure  that  there  will  be  made  a 
non-Federal  contribution  to  the  work  incentive  programs 
established  by  part  C  by  appropriate  agencies  of  the  State 
or  private  organizations  of  20  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  such 
Ante,  p.  887.  programs,  as  specified  in  section  435(b)  ; 

"(D)  that  (i)  training  incentives  authorized  under  section 
434,  and  income  derived  from  a  special  work  project  under 
the  program  established  by  section  432(b)  (3)  shall  be  dis- 
regarded in  determining  the  needs  of  an  individual  under 
Ante,  p.  881.  section  402(a)  (7),  and  (ii)  in  determining  such  individual's 

needs  the  additional  expenses  attributable  to  his  participa- 
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tion  in  a  program  established  by  section  482(b)  (-2)  or  (3) 
shall  be  taken  into  account ; 

"(E)  that,  with  respect  to  any  individual  referred  pursu- 
ant to  subparagraph  (A)  who  is  participating  in  a  special 
work  project  under  the  program  established  by  section 
432(b)(3),  (i)  the  State  agency,  after  proper  notification  Ante,  p. 884. 
by  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  will  pay  to  such  Secretary  (at 
such  times  and  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  prescribes)  the  money  payments 
such  State  would  otherwise  make  to  or  on  behalf  of  such 
individual  (including  such  money  payments  with  respect  to 
such  individual's  family),  or  80  per  centum  of  such  individ- 
ual's earnings  under  such  program,  whichever  is  lesser  and 
(ii)  the  State  agency  will  supplement  any  earnings  received 
by  such  individual  by  payments  to  such  individual  (which 
payments  shall  be  considered  aid  under  the  plan)  to  the 
extent  that  such  payments  when  added  to  the  individual's 
earnings  from  his  participation  in  such  special  work  project 
will  be  equal  to  the  amount  of  the  aid  that  would  have  been 
payable  by  the  State  agency  with  respect  to  such  individual's 
family  had  he  not  participated  in  such  special  work  project, 
plus  20  per  centum  of  such  individual's  earnings  from  such 
special  work  project ;  and 

"(F)  that  if  and  for  so  long  as  any  child,  relative,  or  indi- 
vidual (referred  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  pursuant  to  sub- 
paragraph (A)  (i)  and  (ii)  and  section  407(b)  (2) )  has  been  Ante,  p.  882. 
found  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  under  section  433(g)  to  have 
refused  without  good  cause  to  participate  under  a  work 
incentive  program  established  by  part  C  with  respect  to 
which  the  Secretary  of  Labor  has  determined  his  participa- 
tion is  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  such  part  0,  or  to 
have  refused  without  good  cause  to  accept  employment  in 
which  he  is  able  to  engage  which  is  offered  through  the  public 
employment  offices  of  the  State,  or  is  otherwise  offered  by  an 
employer  if  the  offer  of  such  employer  is  determined,  after 
notification  by  him,  to  be  a  bona  fide  offer  of  employment — 
'  (i)  if  the  relative  makes  such  refusal,  such  relative's 
needs  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  making  the 
determination  under  clause  (7),  and  aid  for  any  depend- 
ent child  in  the  family  in  the  form  of  payments  of  the 
type  described  in  section  406(b)(2)  (which  in  such  a 
case  shall  be  without  regard  to  clauses  (A)  through  (E) 
thereof)  or  section  408  will  be  made;  42  usc  608- 

"(ii)  aid  with  respect  to  a  dependent  child  will  be 
denied  if  a  child  who  is  the  only  child  receiving  aid  in 
the  family  makes  such  refusal ; 

"(iii)  if  there  is  more  than  one  child  receiving  aid  in 
the  family,  aid  for  any  such  child  will  be  denied  (and 
his  needs  will  not  be  taken  into  account  in  making  the 
determination  under  clause  (7))  if  that  child  makes 
such  refusal ;  and 

"(iv)  if  such  individual  makes  such  refusal,  such  in- 
dividual's needs  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  making 
the  determination  under  clause  (7) ; 
except  that  the  State  agency  shall,  for  a  period  of  sixty  days, 
make  payments  of  the  type  described  in  section  406(b)(2)  42  usc  606. 
(without  regard  to  clauses  (A)  through  (E)  thereof)  on 
behalf  of  the  relative  specified  in  clause  (i),  or  continue  aid 
in  the  case  of  a  child  specified  in  clause  (ii)  or  (iii),  or  take 
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the  individual's  needs  into  account  in  the  case  of  an  individual 
specified  in  clause  (iv),  but  only  if  during  such  period  such 
child,  relative,  or  individual  accepts  counseling  or  other  serv- 
ices (which  the  State  agency  shall  make  available  to  such 
child,  relative,  or  individual)  aimed  at  persuading  such  rela- 
tive, child,  or  individual,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  participate 
in  such  program  in  accordance  with  the  determination  of  the 
Secretary  of  Labor". 

(c)  (1)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (b)  shall  in  the  case  of 
any  State  be  effective  on  July  1,  1968,  or  if  a  statute  of  such  State  pre- 
vents it  from  complying  with  the  requirements  of  such  amendment  on 
such  date,  such  amendment  shall  with  respect  to  such  State  be  effective 
on  July  1,  1969;  except  such  amendment  shall  be  effective  earlier  (in 
the  case  of  any  State),  but  not  before  April  1,  1968,  if  a  modification 
of  the  State  plan  to  comply  with  such  amendment  is  approved  on  an 
earlier  date. 

42  use  609.  (2)  The  provisions  of  section  409  of  the  Social  Security  Act  shall 

not  apply  to  any  State  with  respect  to  any  quarter  beginning  after 
June  30,  1968. 

(d)  During  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  may.  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  433(e)  (2)  (A) 

Ante,  p.  885  °^  tne  S°cial  Security  Act,  pay  all  of  the  wages  to  be  paid  by  the 
'  *  *  employer  to  the  individuals  for  work  performed  for  public  agencies 
(including  Indian  tribes  with  respect  to  Indians  on  a  reservation) 
under  special  work  projects  established  under  the  program  established 
by  section  432(b)(3)  of  such  Act  and  may  transfer  into  accounts 
established  pursuant  to  section  433(e)(3)  of  such  Act  such  amounts 
as  he  finds  necessary  in  addition  to  amounts  paid  into  such  accounts 

Ante,  p.  890.      pursuant  to  section  402 (a)  (19)  (E)  of  such  Act. 

(e)  Section  402(a)  (8)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  amended  by 
Ante,  p.  881.      section  202(b)  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by  striking  out 

";  and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (A)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof: 
"(except  that  the  provisions  of  this  clause  (ii)  shall  not  apply  to 
earned  income  derived  from  participation  on  a  project  maintained 
under  the  programs  established  by  section  432(b)  (2)  and  (3) )  ;  and". 

FEDERAL    PARTICIPATION    IN    PAYMENTS   FOR   FOSTER    CARE    OF  CERTAIN 
DEPENDENT  CHILDREN 

Sec  205.  (a)  Section  402(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  amended 
Ante,  p.  890,      by  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  inserting  before 
the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  clause:  ";  (20) 
effective  July  1,  1969,  provide  for  aid  to  families  with  dependent 
42  use  608.        children  in  the  form  of  foster  care  in  accordance  with  section  408". 
42  use  603.  (b)  Section  403(a)  (1)  (B)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

"as  exceeds"  and  all  that  follows  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing :  "as  exceeds  (i)  the  product  of  $32  multiplied  by  the  total  num- 
ber of  recipients  of  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children  (other  than 
such  aid  in  the  form  of  foster  care)  for  such  month,  plus  (ii)  the  prod- 
uct of  $100  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  recipients  of  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children  in  the  form  of  foster  care  for  such 
month;  and". 

(c)  Section  408(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "(A) "  after 
"and  (4)  who",  and  by  inserting  before  the  semicolon  at  the  end  there- 
of the  following:  ",  or  (B)  (i)  would  have  received  such  aid  in  or  for 
such  month  if  application  had  been  made  therefor,  or  (ii)  in  the  case 
of  a  child  who  had  been  living  with  a  relative  specified  in  section 
406(a)  within  6  months  prior  to  the  month  in  which  such  proceedings 
were  initiated,  would  have  received  such  aid  in  or  for  such  month  if 
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in  such  month  lie  had  been  living  with  (and  removed  from  the  home 
of)  such  a  relative  and  application  had  been  made  therefor". 

(d)  Sections  135(e)  and  155(b)  of  the  Public  Welfare  Amendments 

of  196-2  are  each  amended  by  striking  out  ",  and  ending  with  the  close  Ante.  p.  94. 
of  June  30, 1968"'.   

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  shall  apply 
only  with  respect  to  foster  care  provided  after  December  1967. 


EMERGENCY  ASSISTANCE  FOR  CERTAIN  NEEDY  FAMILIES  WITH  CHILDREN 


Sec.  206.  (a)  Section  403(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
amended  by  section  201(e)  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  striking  out  the 
period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "; 
and"',  and  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (4)  the  following  new 
paragraph : 

"(5)  in  the  case  of  any  State,  an  amount  equal  to  the  sum  of — 
"(A)  50  per  centum  of  the  total  amount  expended  under 
the  State  plan  during  such  quarter  as  emergency  assistance 
to  needy  families  with  children  in  the  form  of  payments  or 
care  specified  in  paragraph  (1)  of  section  406(e),  and 

"(B)  75  per  centum  of  the  total  amount  expended  under 
the  State  plan  during  such  quarter  as  emergency  assistance 
to  needy  families  with  children  in  the  form  of  services  speci- 
fied in  paragraph  (1)  of  section  406(e)." 
(b)  Section  406  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  section  201(f)  of  this 
Act)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection : 

"(e)(1)  The  term  'emergency  assistance  to  needy  families  with 
children'  means  any  of  the  following,  furnished  for  a  period  not  in 
excess  of  30  days  in  any  12-month  period,  in  the  case  of  a  needy  child 
under  the  age  of  21  who  is  (or,  within  such  period  as  may  be  specified 
by  the  Secretary,  has  been)  living  with  any  of  the  relatives  specified 
in  subsection  (a)(1)  in  a  place  of  residence  maintained  by  one  or 
more  of  such  relatives  as  his  or  their  own  home,  but  only  where  such 
child  is  without  available  resources,  the  payments,  care,  or  services 
involved  are  necessary  to  avoid  destitution  of  such  child  or  to  provide 
living  arrangements  in  a  home  for  such  child,  and  such  destitution 
or  need  for  living  arrangements  did  not  arise  because  such  child  or 
relative  refused  without  good  cause  to  accept  employment  or  training 
for  employment — ■ 

"(A)  money  payments,  payments  in  kind,  or  such  other  pay- 
ments as  the  State  agency  may  specify  with  respect  to,  or  medical 
care  or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care  recognized  under  State 
law  on  behalf  of,  such  child  or  any  other  member  of  the  house- 
hold in  which  he  is  living,  and 

"(B)  such  services  as  may  be  specified  by  the  Secretary; 
but  only  with  respect  to  a  State  whose  State  plan  approved  under 
section  402  includes  provision  for  such  assistance. 

"(2)  Emergency  assistance  as  authorized  under  paragraph  (1)  may 
be  provided  under  the  conditions  specified  in  such  paragraph  to 
migrant  workers  with  families  in  the  State  or  in  such  part  or  parts 
thereof  as  the  State  shall  designate." 


Ante,  p.  880. 


Ante,  p.  880. 

"Emergency 
assistanoe 
to  needy 
families  with 
children." 


42  USC  602. 


PROTECTIVE  PAYMENTS  ANT)  VENDOR  PAYMENTS  WITH  RESPECT  TO 
DEPE X DENT   CHI LDRE N' 


Sec.  207.  (a)(1)  Section  406(b)(2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is    76  Stat.  189. 
amended  by  striking  out  all  that  follows  "(2)"  and  precedes  "but    42  use  606. 
only",  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "payments  with 
respect  to  any  dependent  child  (including  payments  to  meet  the  needs  of 
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the  relative,  and  the  relative's  spouse,  with  whom  such  child  is  living, 
and  the  needs  of  any  other  individual  living  in  the  same  home  if  such 
needs  are  taken  into  account  in  making  the  determination  under  sec  - 

Ante,  p.  881.  tion  402(a)  (7) )  which  do  not  meet  the  preceding  requirements  of  this 
subsection,  but  which  would  meet  such  requirements  except  that  such 
payments  are  made  to  another  individual  who  (as  determined  in  ac- 
cordance with  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary)  is  interested  in 
or  concerned  with  the  welfare  of  such  child  or  relative,  or  are  made  on 
behalf  of  such  child  or  relative  directly  to  a  person  furnishing  food, 
living  accommodations,  or  other  goods,  services,  or  items  to  or  for  such 
child,  relative,  or  other  individual,". 

76  Stat.  189.         (2)  Section  406(b)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  striking 

42  use  606.  out  clause  (B),  and  redesignating  clauses  (C)  through  (F)  as  clauses 
(B)  through  (E),  respectively. 

Ante   p. 893  ^)  Section  408(a)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  the  preceding 

 '  *      provisions  of  this  Act)  is  amended 'by — 

(1)  striking  out  "5"  in  the  sentence  immediately  following 
paragraph  (o)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "10"'; 

(2)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence  "In 
computing  such  10  percent,  there  shall  not  be  taken  into  account 
individuals  with  respect  to  whom  such  payments  are  made  for 
any  month  in  accordance  with  section  402(a)  (19)  (F)." 

(c)  Section  202(e)  of  the  Public  Welfare  Amendments  of  1962  is 
amended  by  striking  out  ",  and  ending  with  the  close  of  June  30, 1968". 

LIMITATION  ON   XOl BER  OF  CHILDREN'  WITH  RESPECT  TO-  WHOM 
FEDERAL  PAYMENTS   MAY  RE  MADE 

Sec.  203-  (a)  Section  403 (a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "shall  pay"'  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1), 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "shall  (subject  to, sub- 
section (d) )  pay". 

(b)  Section  403  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  Act,  the  average 
monthly  number  of  dependent  children  under  the  age  of  18  who  have 
been  deprived  of  parental  support  or  care  by  reason  of  the  continued 
absence  from  the  home  of  a  parent  with  respect  to  whom  payments 
under  this  section  may  be  made  to  a  State  for  any  calendar  quarter 
after  June  30,  1968,  shall  not  exceed  the  number  which  bears  the  same 
ratio  to  the  total  population  of  such  State  under  the  age  of  18  on  the 
first  day  of  the  year  in  which  such  quarter  falls  as  the  average  monthly 
number  of  such  dependent  children  under  the  age  of  18  with  respect 
to  whom  payments  under  this  section  were  made  to  such  State  for  the 
calendar  quarter  beginning  January  1,  1968,  bore  to  the  total  popula- 
tion of  such  State  under  the  age  of  18  on  that  date." 
'isbass  bavwiqqs  xjmq  &tR)c  aadxfw  steiS  s  oi  rjsqas'-  ittj-w  yl«o  Jud 

FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION  IN  PAYMENTS  FOR  REPAIRS  TO  HOME  OWNED  BY 
RECIPIENT  OF  AID  OR  ASSISTANCE 

49  Stat.  647;        Sec.  209.  (a)  Title  XI  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by 
79  s+at.  423.     adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section : 
42  USC  1301- 

1318.  "FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION  IN  PAYMENTS  FOR  REPAIRS  TO  HOME  OWNED  BY 

RECIPIENT  OF  AID  OR  ASSISTANCE 


"Sec.  1119.  In  the  case  of  an  expenditure  for  repairing  the  home 
owned  by  an  individual  who  is  receiving  aid  or  assistance,  other  than 
medical  assistance  to  the  aged,  under  a  State  plan  approved  under 
42  use  301,       title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI,  or  part  A  of  title  IV  if — 

1201,  1351, 
1381,  601. 
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"(1)  the  State  agency  or  local  agency  administering  the  plan 
approved  under  such  title  has  made  a  finding  (prior  to  making 
such  expenditure)  that  (A)  such  home  is  so  defective  that  con- 
tinued occupancy  is  unwarranted,  (B)  unless  repairs  are  made 
to  such  home,  rental  quarters  will  be  necessary  for  such  indi- 
vidual, and  (C)  the  cost  of  rental  quarters  to  take  care  of  the 
needs  of  such  individual  (including  his  spouse  living  with  him  in 
such  home  and  any  other  individual  whose  needs  were  taken  into 
account  in  determining  the  need  of  such  individual)  would 
exceed  (over  such  time  as  the  Secretary  may  specify)  the  cost 
of  repairs  needed  to  make  such  home  habitable  together  with 
other  costs  attributable  to  continued  occupancy  of  such  home,  and 
"(2)  no  such  expenditures  were  made  for  repairing  such  home 
pursuant  to  any  prior  finding  under  this  section, 
the  amount  paid  to  any  such  State  for  any  quarter  under  section 
3(a),  403(a),  1003(a),  1403(a),  or  1603(a)  shall  be  increased  by  50  42  use  303, 
per  centum  of  such  expenditures,  except  that  the  excess  above  $500  603,  1203, 
expended  with  respect  to  any  one  home  shall  not  be  included  in  deter-  1353,  138  3. 
mining  such  expenditures.'" 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  with 
respect  to  expenditures  made  after  December  31,  1967. 

USE  OF  SUBPROFESSIONAL  STAFF  AND  VOLUNTEERS  IN  PROVIDING  SERVICES 
TO  INDIVIDUALS  APPLYING  FOR  AND  RECEIVING  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  210.  (a)(1)  Section  2(a)(5)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  74  Stat.  988. 
amended  by—  42  use  302. 

(A)  striking  out  "provide"'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "pro- 
vide (A)";  and 

(B)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  semicolon  the  follow- 
ing: ",  and  (B)  for  the  training  and  effective  use  of  paid  subpro- 
fessional  staff,  with  particular  emphasis  on  the  full-time  or  part- 
time  employment  of  recipients  and  other  persons  of  low  income,  as 
community  service  aides,  in  the  administration  of  the  plan  and  for 
the  use  of  nonpaid  or  partially  paid  volunteers  in  a  social  service 
volunteer  program  in  providing  services  to  applicants  and  recipi- 
ents and  in  assisting  any  advisory  committees  established  by  the 
State  agencv'". 

(2)  Section  402(a)  (5)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by—  53  Stat.  1379. 

(A)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "pro-  42  usc  602« 
vide  (A)'*;  and 

(B)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  semicolon  the  follow- 
ing: ",  and  (B)  for  the  training  and  effective  use  of  paid  subpro- 
fessional  staff,  with  particular  emphasis  on  the  full-time  or  part- 
time  employment  of  recipients  and  other  persons  of  low  income,  as 
community  services  aides,  in  the  administration  of  the  plan  and  for 
the  use  of  nonpaid  or  partially  paid  volunteers  in  a  social  service 
volunteer  program  in  providing  services  to  applicants  and  recipi- 
ents and  in  assisting  any  advisory  committees  established  by  the 
State  agency". 

(3)  Section  1002(a)  (5)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by—  53  Stat.  1397. 

(A)  striking  out  "provide"'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "pro-  42  usc  1202» 
vide  (A) "';  and 

(B)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  semicolon  the  follow- 
ing: ",  and  (B)  for  the  training  and  effective  use  of  paid  subpro- 
fessional  staff,  with  particular  emphasis  on  the  full-time  or 
part-time  employment  of  recipients  and  other  persons  of  low- 
income,  as  community  service  aides,  in  the  administration  of  the 
plan  and  for  the  use  of  nonpaid  or  partially  paid  volunteers  in  a 
social  service  volunteer  program  in  providing  services  to  appli- 
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cants  and  recipients  and  in  assisting  any  advisory  committees 
established  by  the  State  agency'*. 
64  stat.  555.      (4)  Section  1-402  (a)  (5)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 
42  use  1352.  (A)  striking  out  ''provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "pro- 

vide (A)*';  and 

( B )  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  semicolon  the  follow- 
ing: *',  and  (B)  for  the  training  and  effective  use  of  paid  subpro- 
fessional  staff,  with  particular  emphasis  on  the  full-time  or 
part-time  employment  of  recipients  and  other  persons  of  low 
income,  as  community  service  aides,  in  the  administration  of  the 
plan  and  for  the  use  of  nonpaid  or  partially  paid  volunteers  in  a 
social  service  volunteer  program  in  providing  services  to  appli- 
cants and  recipients  and  in  assisting  any  advisory  committees 
established  by  the  State  agency". 
76  stat .  198.  (5)  Section  1602  (a)  (5)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by— 
42  use  1382.  (A)  striking  out  ''provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "pro- 

vide (A)";  and 

( B)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  semicolon  the  follow- 
ing: ",  and  (B)  for  the  training  and  effective  use  of  paid  subpro- 
fessional  staff,  with  particular  emphasis  on  the  full-time  or  part- 
time  employment  of  recipients  and  other  persons  of  low  income,  as 
community  service  aides,  in  the  administration  of  the  plan  and  for 
the  use  of  nonpaid  or  partially  paid  volunteers  in  a  social  service 
volunteer  program  in  providing  services  to  applicants  and  recipi- 
ents and  in  assisting  any  advisorj'  committees  established  by  the 
State  agency". 

79  stat.  344.     (6)  Section  1902(a)  (i)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by — 
42  use  1396a.  (A)  striking  out  "provide"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "pro- 

vide (A)";  and 

(B)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  before  the  semicolon  the  follow- 
ing: ",  and  (B)  for  the  training  and  effective  use  of  paid  subpro- 
fessional  staff,  with  particular  emphasis  on  the  full-time  or  part- 
time  employment  of  recipients  and  other  persons  of  low  income,  as 
community  service  aides,  in  the  administration  of  the  plan  and  for 
the  use  of  nonpaid  or  partially  paid  volunteers  in  a  social  service 
volunteer  program  in  providing  services  to  applicants  and  recipi- 
ents and  in  assisting  any  advisory  committees  established  by  the 
State  agency". 

(b)  Each  of  the  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  become 
effective  July  1,  1969,  or,  if  earlier  (with  respect  to  a  State's  plan 
42  use  301,        approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  XVI,  or  XIX.  or  part  A  of  title  IV) 
1201,  1351,        on  the  date  as  of  which  the  modification  of  the  State  plan  to  comply 
1381,  1396,        with  such  amendment  is  approved. 


601. 


Ante,  p.  892, 


LOCATION"   OF  CERTAIN  PARENTS  WHO   DESERT   OR  ABANDON  DEPENDENT 

CHILDREN 

Sec.  211.  (a)  Effective  January  1,  1969,  section  402(a)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (as  amended  by  the  preceding  sections  of  this 
Act)  is  further  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  clauses:  (21)  provide  that  the  State 
agency  will  report  to  the  Secretary,  at  such  times  (not  less  often  than 
once  each  calendar  quarter)  and  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  may 
prescribe — 

"(A)  the  name,  and  social  security  account  number,  if  known, 
of  each  parent  of  a  dependent  child  or  children  with  respect  to 
whom  aid  is  being  provided  under  the  State  plan — 

"(i)  against  whom  an  order  for  the  support  and  mainte- 
nance of  such  child  or  children  has  been  issued  by  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  but  who  is  not  making  payments  in 
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compliance  or  partial  compliance  with  such  order,  or  against 
whom  a  petition  for  such  an  order  has  been  hied  in  a  court 
having  jurisdiction  to  receive  such  petition,  and 

"(ii)  whom  it  has  been  unable  to  locate  after  requesting 
and  utilizing  information  included  in  the  hies  of  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  maintained 
pursuant  to  section  205, 
"(B)  the  last  known  address  of  such  parent  and  any  informa- 
tion it  has  with  respect  to  the  date  on  which  such  parent  could 
last  be  located  at  such  address,  and 

"(C)  such  other  information  as  the  Secretary  may  specify  to 
assist  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  410; 
(22)  provide  that  the  State  agency  will,  in  accordance  with  stand- 
ards prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  cooperate  with  the  State  agency 
administering  or  supervising  the  administration  of  the  plan  of  another 
State  under  this  part — 

"(A)  in  locating  a  parent  residing  in  such  State  (whether  or 
not  permanently)  against  whom  a  petition  has  been  filed  in  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  of  such  other  State  for  the  support 
and  maintenance  of  a  child  or  children  of  such  parent  with  respect 
to  whom  aid  is  being  provided  under  the  plan  of  such  other  State, 
and 

"(B)  in  securing  compliance  or  good  faith  partial  compliance 
by  a  parent  residing  in  such  State  (whether  or  not  permanently) 
with  an  order  issued  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  against 
such  parent  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  a  child  or  children 
of  such  parent  with  respect  to  whom  aid  is  being  provided  under 
the  plan  of  such  other  State", 
(b)  Title  IV  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  after  section  409  the 
following  new  section : 


53  Stat.  1362. 
42  USC  405. 


Infra. 


42  USC 
609. 


601- 


"ASSISTANCE  BY  INTERNAL  REVENUE  SERVICE  IN  LOCATING  PARENTS 

"Sec.  410.  (a)  Upon  receiving  a  report  from  a  State  agency  made 
pursuant  to  section  402(a)  (21),  the  Secretary  shall  furnish  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate  the  names  and  social  security 
account  numbers  of  the  parents  contained  in  such  report,  and  the  name 
of  the  State  agency  which  submitted  such  report.  The  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  or  his  delegate  shall  endeavor  to  ascertain  the  address 
of  each  such  parent  from  the  master  files  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  and  shall  furnish  any  address  so  ascertained  to  the  State 
agency  which  submitted  such  report. 

"(b)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a) .  The 
Secretary  shall  transfer  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  from  time  to 
time  sufficient  amounts  out  of  the  monies  appropriated  pursuant  to 
this  subsection  to  enable  him  to  perform  his  functions  under  sub- 
section (a)." 


Ante,  p.  896. 


PROVISION  OF  SERVICES  BY  OTHERS  THAN  A  STATE 

Sec.  212.  (a)  So  much  of  section  3(a)  (4)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  as  follows  subparagraph  (C)  and  precedes  subparagraph  (D) 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  "shall"  the  following :  ,  except  to  the 
extent  specified  by  the  Secretary,". 

(b)  So  much  of  section  1003(a)(3)  of  such  Act  as  follows  sub- 
paragraph (C)  and  precedes  subparagraph  (D)  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing after  "shall"  the  following :  ",  except  to  the  extent  specified  by  the 
Secretary,". 

(c)  So  much  of  section  1403(a)(3)  of  such  Act  as  follows  sub- 
paragraph (C)  and  precedes  subparagraph  (D)  is  amended  by  insert- 
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ing  after  "shall"  the  following :  ",  except  to  the  extent  specified  by  the 
Secretary,". 

76  Stat.  200.         (d)  So  much  of  section  1603(a)(4)  of  such  Act  as  follows  sub- 
42  use  1383.       paragraph  (C)  and  precedes  subparagraph  (D)  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing after  "shall"  the  following :  ",  except  to  the  extent  specified  by  the 
Secretary,". 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  the  preceding  subsections  of  this  sec- 
tion shall  take  effect  January  1, 1968. 

AUTHORITY  TO  DISREGARD  ADDITIONAL  INCOME  OF  RECIPIENTS  OF  PUBLIC 

ASSISTANCE 

79  stat.  418.        Sec.  213.  (a)  (1)  Section  2(a)  (10)  (A)  (i)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 

42  use  302.  is  amended  by  striking  out  "not  more  than  $5"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "not  more  than  $7.50". 

42  use  1202.  (2)  Section  1002(a)  (8)  (C)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

"not  more  than  $5"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "not  more  than  $7.50". 

42  use  1352.  (3)  Section  1402(a)  (8)  (A)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

"not  more  than  $5"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "not  more  than  $7.50". 

79  Stat.  418.        (4)  Section  1604  (a)  ( 14)  (D)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

42  use  1382.      "not  more  than  $5"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "not  more  than  $7.50". 

Ante  p.  896,  C3)  Section  402(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the 
'  *  *  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  ";  and  (23)  provide  that  by 
July  1,  1969,  the  amounts  used  by  the  State  to  determine  the  needs  of 
individuals  will  have  been  adjusted  to  reflect  fully  changes  in  living 
costs  since  such  amounts  were  established,  and  any  maximums  that  the 
State  imposes  on  the  amount  of  aid  paid  to  families  will  have  been  pro- 
portionately adjusted". 

Part  2 — Medical  Assistance  Amendments 

limitation  on  federal  participation  in  medical  assistance 

79  stat.  349.  Sec.  220.  (a)  Section  1903  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
42  use  1396b.    by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection : 

"(f)  (1)  (A)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (4),  payment  under 
the  preceding  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  be  made  with  respect 
to  any  amount  expended  as  medical  assistance  in  a  calendar  quarter, 
in  any  State,  for  any  member  of  a  family  the  annual  income  of  which 
exceeds  the  applicable  income  limitation  determined  under  this  para- 
graph. 

"(B)  (i)  Except  as  provided  in  clause  (ii)  of  this  subparagraph,  the 
applicable  income  limitation  with  respect  to  any  family  is  the  amount 
determined,  in  accordance  with  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary, 
to  be  equivalent  to  133%  percent  of  the  highest  amount  which  would 
ordinarily  be  paid  to  a  family  of  the  same  size  without  any  income  or 
resources,  in  the  form  of  money  payments,  under  the  plan  of  the  State 
Po3t>  p.  9ii,      approved  underpart  A  of  title  IV  of  this  Act. 

"(ii)  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  operation  of  a  uniform  maxi- 
mum limits  payments  to  families  of  more  than  one  size,  he  may  adjust 
the  amount  otherwise  determined  under  clause  (i)  to  take  account  of 
families  of  different  sizes. 

"(C)  The  total  amount  of  any  applicable  income  limitation  deter- 
mined under  subparagraph  (B)  shall,  if  it  is  not  a  multiple  of  $100 
or  such  other  amount  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe,  be  rounded  to 
the  next  higher  multiple  of  $100  or  such  other  amount,  as  the.  case 
may  be. 

"(2)  In  computing  a  family's  income  for  purposes  of  paragraph 
(1) ,  there  shall  be  excluded  any  costs  (whether  in  the  form  of  insurance 
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premiums  or  otherwise)  incurred  by  such  family  for  medical  care 
or  for  any  other  type  of  remedial  care  recognized  under  State  law. 

"(3)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  (B),  in  the  case  of  a  family 
consisting  of  only  one  individual,  the  'highest  amount  which  would 
ordinarily  be  paid'  to  such  family  under  the  State's  plan  approved 
under  part  A  of  title  IV  of  this  Act  shall  be  the  amount  determined  by  Post,  p.  911. 
the  State  agency  (on  the  basis  of  reasonable  relationship  to  the 
amounts  payable  under  such  plan  to  families  consisting  of  two  or  more 
persons)  to  be  the  amount  of  the  aid  which  would  ordinarily  be  payable 
under  such  plan  to  a  family  (without  any  income  or  resources)  con- 
sisting of  one  person  if  such  plan  (without  regard  to  section  408)  42  use  608. 
provided  for  aid  to  such  a  family. 

"(4)  The  limitations  on  payment  imposed  by  the  preceding  provi- 
sions of  this  subsection  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  any  amount 
expended  by  a  State  as  medical  assistance  for  any  individual  who,  at 
the  time  of  the  provision  of  the  medical  assistance  giving  rise  to  such 
expenditure — 

"(A)  is  a  recipient,  of  aid  or  assistance  under  a  plan  of  such 
State  which  is  approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI,  or  part  A    42  use  301, 
of  title  IV,  or  1201,  1351, 

"(B)  is  not  a  recipient  of  aid  or  assistance  under  such  a  plan  1381. 
but  (i)  is  eligible  to  receive  such  aid  or  assistance,  or  (ii)  would 
be  eligible  to  receive  such  aid  or  assistance  if  he  were  not  in  a 
medical  institution." 
(b)  (1)  In  the  case  of  any  State  whose  plan  under  title  XIX  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,    42  use  1396; 
and  Welfare  under  section  1902  after  July  25,  1967,  the  amendment    Post,  pp.  903- 
made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  calendar  quarters  908, 
beginning  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  In  the  case  of  any  State  whose  plan  under  title  XIX  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  was  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  under  section  1902  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
prior  to  July  26,  1967,  the  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall 
apply  with  respect  to  calendar  quarters  beginning  after  June  30,  1968, 
except  that — 

(A)  with  respect  to  the  third  and  fourth  calendar  quarters  of 
1968,  such  subsection  shall  be  applied  by  substituting  in  subsection 

(f)  of  section  1903  of  the  Social  Security  Act  150  percent  for    Ante,  p.  898, 
133%  percent  each  time  such  latter  figure  appears  in  such  subsec- 
tion (f ),  and 

(B)  with  respect  to  all  calendar  quarters  during  1969,  such 
subsection  shall  be  applied  by  substituting  in  subsection  (f)  of 
section  1903  of  such  Act  140  percent  for  133V&  percent  each  time 
such  latter  figure  appears  in  such  subsection  (f ). 


MAINTENANCE  OF  STATE  EFFORT 


Sec.221.  (a)  Section  1117(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  79  Stat.  420. 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  "For  any  42  use  1317. 
fiscal  year  ending  on  or  after  June  30,  1967,  and  before  July  1,  1968, 
in  lieu  of  the  substitution  provided  by  paragraph  (3)  or  (4),  at  the 
option  of  the  State  (i)  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection  shall 
be  applied  on  a  fiscal  year  Dasis  (rather  than  on  a  quarterly  basis), 
and  (ii)  the  base  period  fiscal  year  shall  be  either  the  fiscal  year  end- 
ing June  30,  1965,  or  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964  (whichever 
is  chosen  by  the  State) . 

(b)  Section  1117  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection : 

"(d)  (1)  In  the  case  of  the  quarters  in  any  fiscal  year  ending  before 
July  1,  1968,  the  reduction  (if  any)  under  this  section  shall,  at  the 
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option  of  the  State,  be  determined  under  paragraph  (2),  (3),  or  (4) 
of  this  subsection  instead  of  under  the  preceding  provisions  of  this 
section. 

"  (2)  If  the  reduction  determination  is  made  under  this  paragraph 
for  a  State,  then — 

"(A)  subsection  (a)  shall  be  applied  by  taking  into  account 
only  money  payments  under  plans  of  the  State  approved  under 
titles  I,  X,  XIV,  and  XVI,  and  part  A  of  title  IV, 

"(B)  subsection  (b)  shall  be  applied  by  eliminating  each  ref- 
erence to  title  XIX,  and 

"(C)  subsection  (c)  shall  be  applied  by  eliminating  the  ref- 
erence to  section  1903,  and  by  substituting  a  reference  to  this 
paragraph  for  the  reference  to  subsections  (a)  and  (b). 
"(3)  If  the  reduction  determination  is  made  under  this  paragraph 
for  a  State,  then — 

"(A)  subsection  (a)  shall  be  applied  by  taking  into  account 
payments  under  section  523  and  section  422, 

"(B)  subsection  (b)  shall  be  applied  by  adding  a  reference  to 
section  523  and  section  422  after  each  reference  to  title  XIX,  and 

"(C)  subsection  (c)  shall  be  applied  by  adding  a  reference  to 
section  523  and  section  422  after  the  reference  to  section  1903,  and 
by  substituting  a  reference  to  this  paragraph  for  the  reference 
to  subsections  (a)  and  (b). 
"(4)  If  the  reduction  determination  is  made  under  this  paragraph 
for  a  State,  then — 

"(A)  subsection  (a,)  shall  be  applied  by  taking  into  account 
only  (i)  money  payments  under  plans  of  the  State  approved  under 
titles  I,  X,  XIV,  and  XVI,  and  part  A  of  title  IV,  and  (ii)  pay- 
ments under  section  523  and  section  422, 

"(B)  subsection  (b)  shall  be  applied  by  eliminating  each  refer- 
ence to  title  XIX  and  substituting  a  reference  to  section  523  and 
section  422,  and 

"(C)  subsection  (c)  shall  be  applied  by  eliminating  the  ref- 
erence to  section  1903  and  substituting  a  reference  to  section  523 
and  section  422,  and  by  substituting  a  reference  to  this  paragraph 
for  the  reference  to  subsections  (a)  and  (b)." 

(c)  Section  1117(a)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  striking 
out  "December  31, 1965"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "June  30, 1966". 

(d)  Effective  July  1,  1968,  section  1117  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
is  repealed. 

COORDINATION  OF  TITLE  XIX  AND  THE  SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL 
INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

Sec.  222.  (a)  Section  1843  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection : 

"(h)  (1)  The  Secretary  shall,  at  the  request  of  a  State  made  before 
January  1, 1970,  enter  into  a  modification  of  an  agreement  entered  into 
with  such  State  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  under  which  the  coverage 
group  described  in  subsection  (b)  and  specified  in  such  agreement  is 
broadened  to  include  individuals  who  are  eligible  to  receive  medical 
assistance  under  the  plan  of  such  State  approved  under  title  XIX. 

"(2)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  an  individual  shall  be  treated 
as  eligible  to  receive  medical  assistance  under  the  plan  of  the  State 
approved  under  title  XIX  if,  for  the  month  in  which  the  modification 
is  entered  into  under  this  subsection  or  for  any  month  thereafter,  he 
has  been  determined  to  be  eligible  to  receive  medical  assistance  under 
such  plan.  In  the  case  of  any  individual  who  would  (but  for  this 
subsection)  be  excluded  from  the  agreement,  subsections  (c)  and 
(d)  (2)  shall  be  applied  as  if  they  referred  to  the  modification  under 
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this  subsection  (in  lieu  of  the  agreement  under  subsection  (a)),  and 
subsection  (d)  (2)  (C)  shall  be  applied  by  substituting  'second  month 
following  the  first  month'  for  'first  month'." 

(V)  (1)  Section  1843(d)  (3)  (A)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking   79  Stat.  312. 
out  "ineligible  for  money  payments  of  a  kind  specified  in  the  agree-   42  use  1395vf 
ment"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "ineligible  both  for 
money  payments  of  a  kind  specified  in  the  agreement  and  (if  there 
is  in  effect  a  modification  entered  into  under  subsection  (h) )  for 
medical  assistance". 

(2)  Section  1843  (f)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

(A)  by  inserting  after  "or  part  A  of  title  IV,"  (as  added  by 

section  241(e)(2)  of  this  Act)  the  following:  "or  eligible  to   Post,  p.  917. 
receive  medical  assistance  under  the  plan  of  such  State  approved 
under  title  XIX," ;  and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  ",  and  part  A  of  title  IV"  (as  added  by 
section  241(e)  (2)  of  this  Act)  the  following:  ",  and  individuals 
eligible  to  receive  medical  assistance  under  the  plan  of  the  State 
approved  under  title  XIX". 

(3)  Section  1843(g)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  80  Stat.  105. 
"1968"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1970". 

(4)  The  heading  of  section  1843  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  79  Stat.  312. 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  "(or  are  eligible  for  medical 

ASSISTANCE)". 

(c)  Section  1903(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  79  Stat.  349. 
"  (b)",  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph  :    42  usc  1396b« 

"(2)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  section,  the 
amount  determined  under  subsection  (a)  (1)  for  any  State  for  any 
quarter  beginning  after  December  31.  1967,  shall  not  take  into  account 
any  amounts  expended  as  medical  assistance  with  respect  to  individuals 
aged  65  or  over  which  would  not  have  been  so  expended  if  the  indi- 
viduals involved  had  been  enrolled  in  the  insurance  program  estab- 
lished  by  part  B  of  title  XVIII." 

(d)  Effective  with  respect  to  calendar  quarters  beginning  after 
December  31,  1967,  section  1903(a)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "and  other  insurance  premiums"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "and,  except  in  the  case  of  individuals  sixty-five  years  of  age 
or  older  who  are  not  enrolled  under  part  B  of  title  XVIII,  other 
insurance  premiums". 

(e)  (1)  Section  1843(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"1968"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1970". 

(2)  Section  1843(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "and  before  January  1,  1968";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "thereafter  before  January  1968";  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "thereafter". 

(3)  Section  1843(d)  (2)  (D)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"  (not  later  than  January  1,  1968) ". 


1395w. 


MODIFICATION  OF  COMPARABILITY  PROVISIONS 


Sec  223.  (a)  Section  1902(a)  (10)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  79  stat-  345« 
amended—  42  use  1396a. 

(1)  by  inserting  "(I)"  after  "except  that"  in  the  matter  follow- 
ing subparagraph  (B),  and 

(2)  by  inserting  before  the  semicolon  at  the  end  the  following: 
",  and  (II)  the  making  available  of  supplementary  medical  insur- 
ance benefits  under  part  B  of  title  XVIII  to  individuals  eligible 
therefor  (either  pursuant  to  an  agreement  entered  into  under 
section  1843  or  by  reason  of  the  payment  of  premiums  under  such 
title  by  the  State  agency  on  behalf  of  such  individuals) ,  or  pro- 
vision for  meeting  part  or  all  of  the  cost  of  the  deductibles,  cost 
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42  use  1395  j-  sharing,  or  similar  charges  under  part  B  of  title  XVIII  for  indi- 

I395w.  viduals  eligible  for  benefits  under  such  part,  shall  not,  by  reason 

of  this  paragraph  (10),  require  the  making  available  of  any  such 
benefits,  or  the  making  available  of  services  of  the  same  amount, 
duration,  and  scope,  to  any  other  individuals", 
(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  with 
respect  to  calendar  quarters  beginning  after  June  30,  1967. 


79  Stat.  345. 
42  USC  1396a. 


42  USC  301, 
1201,  1351, 
1381;  Post, 

P.  911. 

42  USC  1396d. 


REQUIRED  SERVICES  UNDER  STATE  MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE  PLAN 

Sec.  224.  (a)  Section  1902(a)  (13)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 
"(13)  provide— 

"  (A)  for  inclusion  of  some  institutional  and  some  noninsti- 
tutional  care  and  services,  and 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  individuals  receiving  aid  or  assistance 
under  the  State's  plan  approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or 
XVI,  or  part  A  of  title  IV,  for  the  inclusion  of  at  least  the 
care  and  services  listed  in  clauses  (1)  through  (5)  of  section 
1905(a),  and 

"(C)  in  the  case  of  individuals  not  included  under  sub- 
paragraph (B)  for  the  inclusion  of  at  least — 

(i)  the  care  and  services  listed  in  clauses  (1)  through 
(5)  of  section  1905(a)  or 

(ii)  (I)  the  care  and  services  listed  in  any  7  of  the 
clauses  numbered  (1)  through  (14)  of  such  section  and 
(II)  in  the  event  the  care  and  services  provided  under 
the  State  plan  include  hospital  or  skilled  nursing  home 
services,  physicians'  services  to  an  individual  in  a  hos- 
pital or  skilled  nursing  home  during  any  period  he  is 
receiving  hospital  services  from  such  hospital  or  skilled 
nursing  home  services  from  such  home,  and 

"(D)  for  payment  of  the  reasonable  cost  (as  determined 
in  accordance  with  standards  approved  by  the  Secretary  and 
included  in  the  plan)  of  inpatient  hospital  services  provided 
under  the  plan;". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  with 
respect  to  calendar  quarters  beginning  after  December  31,  1967. 

(c)  (1)  Section  1902(a)  (13)  (A)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
amended  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section)  is  further  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

"(A)(i)  for  the  inclusion  of  some  institutional  and  some 
non-institutional  care  and  services,  and 

"(ii)  for  the  inclusion  of  home  health  services  for  any 
individual  who,  under  the  State  plan,  is  entitled  to  skilled 
nursing  home  services,  and". 
(2)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  shall 
apply  with  respect  to  calendar  quarters  beginning  after  June  30,  1970. 


42  USC  1396b. 


EXTENT  OF  FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  PARTICIPATION  IX  CERTAIN 
ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Sec  225.  (a)  Section  1903(a)(2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "of  the  State  agency  (or  of  the  local  agency 
administering  the  State  plan  in  the  political  subdivision)"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "of  the  State  agency  or  any  other  public  agency". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  expenditures  made  after  December  31,  1967. 
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81  STAT,  903 


ADVISORY  COUNCIL  ON  MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  226.  Title  XIX  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section : 

"ADVISORY  COUNCIL  ON  MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE 

"Sec.  1906.  For  the  purpose  of  advising  the  Secretary  on  matters  of 
general  policy  in  the  administration  of  this  title  (including  the  rela- 
tionship of  this  title  and  title  XVIII)  and  making  recommendations 
for  improvements  in  such  administration,  there  is  hereby  created  a 
Medical  Assistance  Advisory  Council  which  shall  consist  of  twenty-one 

Eersons,  not  otherwise  in  the  employ  of  the  United  States,  appointed 
y  the  Secretary  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  governing  appointments  in  the  competitive  service.  The 
Secretary  shall  from  time  to  time  appoint  one  of  the  members  to  serve 
as  Chairman.  The  members  shall  include  representatives  of  State  and 
local  agencies  and  nongovernmental  organizations  and  groups  con- 
cerned with  health,  and  of  consumers  of  health  services,  and  a  major- 
ity of  the  membership  of  the  Advisory  Council  shall  consist  of 
representatives  of  consumers  of  health  services.  Each  member  shall 
hold  office  for  a  term  of  four  years,  except  that  any  member  appointed 
to  fill  a  vacancy  occurring  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  term  for 
which  his  predecessor  was  appointed  shall  be  appointed  for  the 
remainder  of  such  term,  and  except  that  the  terms  of  office  of  the 
members  first  taking  office  shall  expire,  as  designated  by  the  Secretary 
at  the  time  of  appointment,  five  at  the  end  of  the  first  year,  five  at  the 
end  of  the  second  year,  five  at  the  end  of  the  third  year,  and  six  at  the 
end  of  the  fourth  year  after  the  date  of  appointment.  A  member  shall 
not  be  eligible  to  serve  continuously  for  more  than  two  terms.  The 
Secretary  may,  at  the  request  of  the  Council  or  otherwise,  appoint 
such  special  advisory  professional  or  technical  committees  as  may  be 
useful  in  carrying  out  this  title.  Members  of  the  Advisory  Council 
and  members  of  any  such  advisory  or  technical  committee,  while 
attending  meetings  or  conferences  thereof  or  otherwise  serving  on 
business  of  the  Advisory  Council  or  of  such  committee,  shall  be 
entitled  to  receive  compensation  at  rates  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but 
not  exceeding  $100  per  day,  including  travel  time,  and  while  so  serving 
away  from  their  homes  or  regular  places  of  business  they  may  be 
allowed  travel  expenses,  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as 
authorized  by  section  570,3  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  for  persons 
in  the  Government  service  employed  intermittently.  The  Advisory 
Council  shall  meet  as  frequently  as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary. 
Upon  request  of  five  or  more  members,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
Secretary  to  call  a  meeting  of  the  Advisory  Council." 


79  Stat.  343. 
42  USC  1396- 
1396d. 


42  USC  1395- 
139511. 


80  Stat.  417. 
5  USC  3301 
et  seq. 
Membership, 


Term  of 
offioe. 


Compensation, 
travel  ex- 
penses. 


80  Stat.  499. 


FREE  CHOICE  BY  INDIVIDUALS  ELIGIBLE  FOR  MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec  227.  (a)  Section  1902(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  42  use  1396a. 
amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (21)  ; 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (22) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  " ;  and  " ;  and 

(3)  by  adding  after  paragraph  (22)  the  following  new  para- 
graph; 

"(23)  provide  that  any  individual  eligible  for  medical  assist- 
ance (including  drugs)  may  obtain  such  assistance  from  any  insti- 
tution, agency,  community  pharmacy,  or  person,  qualified  to 
perform  the  service  or  services  required  (including  an  organization 
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which  provides  such  services,  or  arranges  for  their  availability, 
on  a  prepayment  basis),  who  undertakes  to  provide  him  such 
services." 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  calendar  quarters  beginning  after  June  30,  1969;  except  that  such 
amendments  shall  apply  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
and  Guam  only  with  repect  to  calendar  quarters  beginning  after 
June  30,  1972. 

UTILIZATION  OF  STATE  FACILITIES  TO  PROVIDE  CONSULTATIVE  SERVICES  TO 
INSTITUTIONS  FURNISHING  MEDICAL  CARE 

Sec.  228.  (a)  Section  1902(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
Ante,  p.  903.      amended  by  section  227  of  this  Act)  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (22) ; 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (23)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  " ;  and" ;  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (23)  the  following  new 
paragraph : 

"(24)  effective  July  1,  1969,  provide  for  consultative  services 
by  health  agencies  and  other  appropriate  agencies  of  the  State  to 
hospitals,  nursing  homes,  home  health  agencies,  clinics,  labora- 
tories, and  such  other  institutions  as  the  Secretary  may  specify 
in  order  to  assist  them  (A)  to  qualify  for  payments  under  this  Act, 

(B)  to  establish  and  maintain  such  fiscal  records  as  may  be  neces- 
sary for  the  proper  and  efficient  administration  of  this  Act,  and 

(C)  to»provide  information  needed  to  determine  payments  due 
under  this  Act  on  account  of  care  and  services  furnished  to 
individuals." 

(b)  Effective  July  1,  1969,  the  last  sentence  of  section  1864(a)  of 
79  Stat.  326.     such  Act  is  repealed. 
42  USC  1395aa. 

PAYMENTS  FOR  SERVICES  AND  CARE  BY  A  THIRD  PARTY 

Sec.  229.  (a)  Section  1902(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
amended  by  section  228  of  this  Act)  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (23)  ; 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (24)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  " :  and" ;  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (24)  the  following  new 
paragraph : 

"(25)  provide  (A)  that  the  State  or  local  agency  administering 
such  plan  will  take  all  reasonable  measures  to  ascertain  the  legal 
liability  of  third  parties  to  pay  for  care  and  services  (available 
under  the  plan)  arising  out  of  injury,  disease,  or  disability, 

(B)  that  where  the  State  or  local  agency  knows  that  a  third  party 
has  such  a  legal  liability  such  agency  will  treat  such  legal  liability 
as  a  resource  of  the  individual  on  whose  behalf  the  care  and  serv- 
ices are  made  available  for  purposes  of  paragraph  (17)  (B),  and 

(C)  that  in  any  case  where  such  a  legal  liability  is  found  to  exist 
after  medical  assistance  has  been  made  available  on  behalf  of  the 
individual,  the  State  or  local  agency  will  seek  reimbursement  for 
such  assistance  to  the  extent  of  such  legal  liability." 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  with 
respect  to  legal  liabilities  of  third  parties  arising  after  March  31, 1968. 
79  Stat.  350.        (c)  Section  1903(d)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
42  use  1396b.     end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  "Expenditures  for  which 
payments  were  made  to  the  State  under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  treated 
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as  an  overpayment  to  the  extent  that  the  State  or  local  agency  admin- 
istering such  plan  has  been  reimbursed  for  such  expenditures  by  a 
third  party  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  its  plan  in  compliance  with 
section  1902(a)  (25)."  Mi>  P»  904. 

DIRECT  PAYMENTS  TO  CERTAIN  RECIPIENTS  OF  MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  230.  Section  1905(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  79  Stat.  351. 
by  inserting  after  "for  individuals"  in  the  matter  preceding  clause  42  usc  I396d. 
(1)  the  following:  ",  and,  with  respect  to  physicians'  or  dentists' 
sen-ices,  at  the  option  of  the  State,  to  individuals  not  receiving  aid  or 
assistance  under  the  State's  plan  approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or 
XVI,  or  part  A  of  title  IV,".  42  usc  301» 


DATE  ON  WHICH  STATE  PLANS  UNDER  TITLE  XIX  MUST  MEET  CERTAIN 
FINANCIAL   PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 


1201,  1351, 
1381;  Post, 
p.  911. 


Sec  231.  Section  1902(a)  (2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  42  usc  1396a. 
bv  striking  out  "July  1,  1970'"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "July  1, 
1969". 


OBSERVANCE  OF  RELIGIOUS  BELIEFS 


Sec  232.  Title  XIX  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  amended  by  sec- 
tion 226  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  Ante,  p.  903. 
the  following  new  section : 


"OBSERVANCE  OF  RELIGIOUS  BELIEFS 


"Sec  1907.  Xothing  in  this  title  shall  be  construed  to  require  any 
State  which  has  a  plan  approved  under  this  title  to  compel  any 
person  to  undergo  any  medical  screening,  examination,  diagnosis,  or 
treatment  or  to  accept  any  other  health  care  or  services  provided  under 
such  plan  for  any  purpose  (other  than  for  the  purpose  of  discovering 
and  preventing  the  spread  of  infection  or  contagious  disease  or  for 
the  purpose  of  protecting  environmental  health),  if  such  person 
objects  (or,  in  case  such  person  is  a  child,  his  parent  or  guardian 
objects)  thereto  on  religious  grounds." 

COVERAGE  UNDER  TITLE  XIX  OF  CERTAIN  SPOUSES  OF  INDIVIDUALS  RECEIVING 
CASH  WELFARE  AID  OR  ASSISTANCE 

Sec  233.  (a)  Section  1905(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
(1)  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  clause  (iv),  (2)  by  inserting  "or" 
at  the  end  of  clause  (v),and  (3)  by  inserting  immediately  below  clause 
(  v)  the  following  new  clause : 

"(vi)  persons  essential  (as  described  in  the  second  sentence  of 
this  subsection)  to  individuals  receiving  aid  or  assistance  under 
State  plans  approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI,". 

(b)  Section  1905(a)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  "For  purposes  of  clauses 
(vi)  of  the  preceding  sentence,  a  person  shall  be  considered  essential  to 
another  individual  if  such  person  is  the  spouse  of  and  is  living  with 
such  individual,  the  needs  of  such  person  are  taken  into  account  in 
determining  the  amount  of  aid  or  assistance  furnished  to  such  indi- 
vidual (under  a  State  plan  approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI), 
and  such  person  is  determined,  under  such  a  State  plan,  to  be  essential 
to  the  well  being  of  such  individual." 


81  STAT.  906 
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STANDARDS  FOR  SKILLED  XURSIXG  HOMES  FURNISHING  SERVICES  UNDER 
STATE  FLANS  APPROVED  UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

Sec.  234.  (a)  Section  1902(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
Ante,  pp.  903^  amended  by  the  preceding  sections  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended 
904#J  (1)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (2-4),  (2)  by  strik- 

ing out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (25)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
of  such  period  a  semicolon,  and  (3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraphs: 

"(26)  effective  July  1, 1969,  provide  (A)  for  a  regular  program 
of  medical  review  (including  medical  evaluation  of  each  patient's 
need  for  skilled  nursing  home  care)  or  (in  the  case  of  individuals 
who  are  eligible  therefor  under  the  State  plan)  need  for  care  in  a 
mental  hospital,  a  written  plan  of  care,  and,  where  applicable, 
a  plan  of  rehabilitation  prior  to  admission  to  a  skilled  nursing 
home;  (B)  for  periodic  inspections  to  be  made  in  all  skilled  nurs- 
ing homes  and  mental  institutions  (if  the  State  plan  includes  care 
in  such  institutions)  within  the  State  by  one  or  more  medical 
review  teams  (composed  of  physicians  and  other  appropriate 
health  and  social  service  personnel)  of  (i)  the  care  being  provided 
in  such  nursing  homes  (and  mental  institutions,  if  care  therein  is 
provided  under  the  State  plan)  to  persons  receiving  assistance 
under  the  State  plan,  (ii)  with  respect  to  each  of  the  patients 
receiving  such  care,  the  adequacy  of  the  services  available  in  par- 
ticular nursing  homes  (or  institutions)  to  meet  the  current  health 
needs  and  promote  the  maximum  physical  well-being  of  patients 
receiving  care  in  such  homes  (or  institutions),  (iii)  the  necessity 
and  desirability  of  the  continued  placement  of  such  patients  in 
such  nursing  homes  (or  institutions),  and  (iv)  the  feasibility  of 
meeting  their  health  care  needs  through  alternative  institutional 
or  noninstitutional  services ;  and  (C)  for  (he  making  by  such  team 
or  teams  of  full  and  complete  reports  of  the  findings  resulting 
from  such  inspections  together  with  any  recommendations  to  the 
State  agency  administering  or  supervising  the  administration  of 
the  State  plan; 

"(27)  provide  for  agreements  with  every  person  or  institution 
providing  services  under  the  State  plan  under  which  such  person 
or  institution  agrees  (A)  to  keep  such  records  as  are  necessary 
fully  to  disclose  the  extent  of  the  services  provided  to  individuals 
receiving  assistance  under  the  State  plan,  and  (B)  to  furnish  the 
State  agency  with  such  information,  regarding  any  payments 
claimed  by  such  person  or  institution  for  providing  services  under 
the  State  plan,  as  the  State  agency  may  from  time  to  time  request ; 

"(28)  provide  that  any  skilled  nursing  home  receiving  payments 
under  such  plan  must — 

"(A)  supply  to  the  licensing  agency  of  the  State  full  and 
complete  information  as  to  the  identity  (i)  of  each  person 
having  (directly  or  indirectly)  an  ownership  interest  of  10 
per  centum  or  more  in  such  nursing  home,  (ii)  in  case  a  nurs- 
ing home  is  organized  as  a  corporation,  of  each  officer  and 
director  of  the  corporation,  and  (iii)  in  case  a  nursing  home 
is  organized  as  a  partnership,  of  each  partner;  and  promptly 
report  any  changes  which  would  affect  the  current  accuracy 
of  the  information  so  required  to  be  supplied ; 

"(B)  have  and  maintain  an  organized  nursing  service  for 
its  patients,  which  is  under  the  direction  of  a  professional 
registered  nurse  who  is  employed  full-time  by  such  nursing 
home,  and  which  is  composed  of  sufficient  nursing  and  aux- 
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iliary  personnel  to  provide  adequate  and  properly  supervised 
nursing  services  for  such  patients  during  all  hours  of  each 
day  and  all  days  of  each  week; 

"(C)  make  satisfactory  arrangements  for  professional 
planning  and  supervision  of  menus  and  meal  service  for 
patients  for  whom  special  diets  or  dietary  restrictions  are 
medically  prescribed; 

"(D)  have  satisfactory  policies  and  procedures  relating  to 
the  maintenance  of  medical  records  on  each  patient  of  the 
nursing  home,  dispensing  and  administering  of  drugs  and 
biologicals,  and  assuring  that  each  patient  is  under  the  care 
of  a  physician  and  that  adequate  provisions  is  made  for  medi- 
cal attention  to  any  patient  during  emergencies ; 

"(E)  have  arrangements  with  one  or  more  general  hos- 
pitals under  which  such  hospital  or  hospitals  will  provide 
needed  diagnostic  and  other  services  to  patients  of  such  nurs- 
ing home,  and  under  which  such  hospital  or  hospitals  agree 
to  timely  acceptance,  as  patients  thereof,  of  acutely  ill  patients 
of  such  nursing  home  who  are  in  need  of  hospital  care ;  except 
that  the  State  agency  may  waive  this  requirement  wholly  or 
in  part  with  respect  to  any  nursing  home  meeting  all  the 
other  requirements  and  which,  by  reason  of  remote  location 
or  other  good  and  sufficient  reason,  is  unable  to  effect  such  an 
arrangement  with  a  hospital ;  and 

"(F)  (i)  meet  (after  December  31,  1969)  such  provisions 
of  the  Life  Safety  Code  of  the  National  Fire  Protection 
Association  (21st  Edition,  1967)  as  are  applicable  to  nursing 
homes;  except  that  the  State  agency  may  waive  in  accord- 
ance with  regulations  of  the  Secretary,  for  such  periods  as  it 
deems  appropriate,  specific  provisions  of  such  code  Avhich,  if 
rigidly  applied,  would  result  in  unreasonable  hardship  upon 
a  nursing  home,  but  only  if  such  agency  makes  a  determina- 
tion (and  keeps  a  written  record  setting  forth  the  basis  of 
such  determination)  that  such  waiver  will  not  adversely  affect 
the  health  and  safety  of  the  patients  of  such  skilled  nursing 
home;  and  except  that  the  requirements  set  forth  in  the  pre- 
ceding provisions  of  this  subclause  (i)  shall  not  apply  in  any 
State  if  the  Secretary  finds  that  in  such  State  there  is  in 
effect  a  fire  and  safety  code,  imposed  by  State  law,  which 
adequately  protects  patients  in  nursing  homes;  and  (ii)  meet 
conditions  relating  to  environment  and  sanitation  applicable 
to  extended  care  facilities  under  title  XVIII;  except  that  42  use  1395- 
the  State  agency  may  waive  in  accordance  with  regulations  139511, 
of  the  Secretary,  for  such  periods  as  it  deems  appropriate, 
any  requirement  imposed  by  the  preceding  provisions  of  this 
subclause  (ii)  if  such  agency  finds  that  such  requirement, 
if  rigidly  applied,  would  result  in  unreasonable  hardship  upon 
a  nursing  home,  but  only  if  such  agency  makes  a  determina- 
tion (and  keeps  a  written  record  setting  forth  the  basis  of 
such  determination)  that  such  waiver  will  not  adversely 
affect  the  health  and  safety  of  the  patients  of  such  nursing 
home." 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  (unless 
otherwise  specified  in  the  body  of  such  amendments)  shall  take  effect 
on  January  1, 1969. 

(c)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  after  June  30, 
1968,  no  Federal  funds  shall  be  paid  to  any  State  as  Federal  matching 

under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  XVI,  or  XIX  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  42  use  301, 
payments  made  to  any  nursing  home  for  or  on  account  of  any  nursing  1201,  1351, 

J  &    1381,  1396; 
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home  services  provided  by  such  nursing  home  for  any  period  during 
which  such  nursing  home  is  determined  not  to  meet  fully  all  require- 
ments of  the  State  for  licensure  as  a  nursing  home,  except  that  the 
Secretary  may  prescribe  a  reasonable  period  or  periods  of  time  during 
which  a  nursing  home  which  has  formerly  met  such  requirements 
will  be  eligible  for  payments  which  include  Federal  participation  if 
during  such  period  or  periods  such  home  promptly  takes  all  necessary 
steps  to  again  meet  such  requirements. 

COST  SHARING  AND  SIMILAR  CHARGES  WITH  RESPECT  TO  INPATIENT 
HOSPITAL  SERVICES  FURNISHED  UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

Sec.  235.  (a)(1)  Section  1902(a)  (14)  (A)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "no"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  ''in  the  case  of  individuals  receiving  aid  or  assistance  under 
State  plans  approved  under  titles  I,  X,  XIV,  XVI,  and  part  A  of  title 
IV,  no"'. 

(2)  Section  1902(a)  (1-1)  (B)  of  such  Act  is  amended  (A)  by 
inserting  "inpatient  hospital  services  or"  after  "respect  to",  and  (B) 
by  striking  out  "him"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "to  an  individual". 

(3)  Section  1902(a)  (15)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

"  ( 15 )  in  the  case  of  eligible  individuals  65  years  of  age  or  older 
who  are  covered  by  either  or  both  of  the  insurance  programs  estab- 
lished by  title  XVIII,  provide  where,  under  the  plan,  all  of  any 
deductible,  cost  sharing,  or  similar  charge  imposed  with  respect  to 
such  individual  under  the  insurance  program  established  by  such 
title  is  not  met,  the  portion  thereof  which  is  met  shall  be  deter- 
mined on  a  basis  reasonably  related  (as  determined  in  accordance 
with  standards  approved  by  the  Secretary  and  included  in  the 
plan)  to  such  individual's  income  or  his  income  and  resources;", 
(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  be  effective  in 
the  case  of  calendar  quarters  beginning  after  December  31,  1967. 

STATE  PLAN  REQUIREMENTS  REGARDING  LICENSING  OF  ADMINISTRATORS  OF 
SKILLED  NURSING  HOMES  FURNISHING  SERVICES  UNDER  STATE  PLANS 
APPROVED  UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

Sec.  236.  (a)  Section  1902(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
amended  by  the  preceding  sections  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended 
(1)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (28)  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon  and  (2)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  such 
section  1902  (a)  the  following  new  paragraph : 

"(29)  include  a  State  program  which  meets  the  requirements 
set  forth  in  section  1908,  for  the  licensing  of  administrators  of 
nursing  homes." 

(b)  Title  XIX  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  amended  by  the 
preceding  sections  of  this  Act )  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following : 

"STATE  PROGRAMS  FOR  LICENSING  OF  ADMINISTRATORS  OF  NURSING  HOMES 

"Sec.  1908.  (a)  For  purposes  of  section  1902(a)  (29),  a 'State  pro- 
gram for  the  licensing  of  administrators  of  nursing  homes'  is  a  pro- 
gram which  provides  that  no  nursing  home  within  the  State  may 
operate  except  under  the  supervision  of  an  administrator  licensed  in 
the  manner  provided  in  this  section. 

"(b)  Licensing  of  nursing  home  administrators  shall  be  carried 
out  by  the  agency  of  the  State  responsible  for  licensing  under  the 
healing  arts  licensing  act  of  the  State,  or,  in  the  absence  of  such  act 
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or  sucli  an  agency,  a  board  representative  of  the  professions  and  insti- 
tutions concerned  with  care  of  chronically  ill  and  infirm  aged  patients 
and  established  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

"  (c)  It  shall  be  the  function  and  duty  of  such  agency  or  board  to — 
"(1)  develop,  impose,  and  enforce  standards  which  must  be 
met  by  individuals  in  order  to  receive  a  license  as  a  nursing  home 
administrator,  which  standards  shall  be  designed  to  insure  that 
nursing  home  administrators  will  be  individuals  who  are  of  good 
character  and  are  otherwise  suitable,  and  who,  by  training  or 
experience  in  the  field  of  institutional  administration,  are  qualified 
to  serve  as  nursing  home  administrators; 

"(2)  develop  and  apply  appropriate  techniques,  including 
examinations  and  investigations,  for  determining  whether  an 
individual  meets  such  standards; 

"(3)  issue  licenses  to  individuals  determined,  after  the  appli- 
cation of  such  techniques,  to  meet  such  standards,  and  revoke  or 
suspend  licenses  previously  issued  by  the  board  in  any  case  where 
the  individual  holding  any  such  license  is  determined  substantially 
to  have  failed  to  conform  to  the  requirements  of  such  standards: 
"(4)  establish  and  carry  out.  procedures  designed  to  insure  that 
individuals  licensed  as  nursing  home  administrators  will,  during 
any  period  that  they  serve  as  such,  comply  with  the  requirements 
of  such  standards; 

"(5)  receive,  investigate,  and  take  appropriate  action  with 
respect  to,  any  charge  or  complaint  filed  with  the  board  to  the 
effect  that  any  individual  licensed  as  a  nursing  home  administrator 
has  failed  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  such  standards ;  and 
"(6)  conduct  a  continuing  study  and  investigation  of  nursing 
homes  and  administrators  of  nursing  homes  within  the  State  with 
a  view  to  the  improvement  of  the  standards  imposed  for  the 
licensing  of  such  administrators  and  of  procedures  and  methods 
for  the  enforcement  of  such  standards  with  respect  to  administra- 
tors of  nursing  homes  who  have  been  licensed  as  such. 
"(d)  No  State  shall  be  considered  to  have  failed  to  comply  with  the 
provisions  of  section  1902(a)  (29)  because  the  agency  or  board  of  such    Antet  p.  908, 
State  (established  pursuant  to  subsection  (b) )  shall  have  granted  any 
waiver,  with  respect  to  any  individual  who  during  all  of  the  calendar 
year  immediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  require- 
ments prescribed  in  section  1902(a)  (29)  are  first  met  by  the  State,  has 
served  as  a  nursing  home  administrator,  of  any  of  the  standards  de- 
veloped, imposed,  and  enforced  by  such  board  pursuant  to  subsection 
(b)  (1)  other  than  such  standards  as  relate  to  good  character  or  suit- 
ability if — 

"(1 )  such  waiver  is  for  a  period  which  ends  after  being  in  effect 
for  two  years  or  on  June  30, 1972,  whichever  is  earlier,  and 

"(2)  there  is  provided  in  the  State  (during  all  of  the  period 
for  which  waiver  is  in  effect) ,  a  program  of  training  and  instruc- 
tion designed  to  enable  all  individuals,  with  respect  to  whom  any 
such  waiver  is  granted,  to  attain  the  qualifications  necessary  in 
order  to  meet  such  standards. 
"(e)  (1)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal 
year  1968  and  the  four  succeeding  fiscal  years  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  make  grants  to  States  for  the  pur- 
pose of  assisting  them  in  instituting  and  conducting  programs  of 
training  and  instruction  of  the  type  referred  to  in  subsection  (d)  (2). 

"(2)  No  grant  with  respect  to  any  such  program  shall  exceed  75  per 
centum  of  the  reasonable  and  necessary  cost,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  of  instituting  and  conducting  such  program. 
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"(f)  (1)  For  the  purpose  of  advising  the  Secretary  and  the  States 
in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  there  is  hereby  created 
a  National  Advisory  Council  on  Xursing  Home  Administration  which 
shall  consist  of  nine  persons,  not  otherwise  in  the  employ  of  the 
United  States,  appointed  by  the  Secretary  without  regard  to  the 
provisions  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  governing  appointments  in 
the  competitive  service.  The  Secretary  shall  from  time  to  time  appoint 
one  of  the  members  to  serve  as  Chairman.  The  members  shall  include, 
but  not  be  limited  to,  representatives  of  State  health  officers,  State 
welfare  directors,  nursing  home  administrators,  and  university  pro- 
grams in  public  health  or  medical  care  administration. 

"(2)  In  addition  to  the  function  stated  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection,  it  shall  be  the  function  and  duty  of  the  Council  (A)  to 
study  and  identify  the  core  of  knowledge  that  should  constitute 
minimally  the  training  in  the  field  of  institutional  administration 
which  should  qualify  an  individual  to  serve  as  a  nursing  home  admin- 
istrator; (B)  to  study  and  identify  the  experience  in  the  field  of 
institutional  administration  that  a  nursing  home  administrator  should 
be  required  to  possess;  (C)  to  study  and  develop  model  techniques  for 
determining  whether  an  individual  possesses  such  qualifications:  (I)) 
to  study  and  develop  model  criteria  for  granting  waivers  under  the 
provisions  of  subsection  (d)  ;  (E)  to  study  and  develop  suggested 
programs  of  training  referred  to  in  subsection  (d) ;  (F)  to  study, 
develop,  and  recommend  programs  of  training  and  instruction  for 
those  desiring  to  pursue  a  career  in  nursing  home  administration; 
(G)  to  complete  the  functions  in  (A)  through  (E)  above  by  July  1, 
1969,  and  submit  a  written  report  to  the  Secretary  which  report  shall 
be  submitted  to  the  States  to  assist  them  in  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section. 

"(3)  Members  of  the  Council,  while  attending  meetings  or  confer- 
ences thereof  or  otherwise  serving  on  business  of  the  Council  shall  be 
entitled  to  receive  compensation  at  rates  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but 
not  exceeding  $100  per  day,  including  travel  time,  and  while  so  serving 
away  from  their  homes  or  regular  places  of  business  they  may  be 
allowed  travel  expenses,  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as 
authorized  by  section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  for  persons 
in  the  Government  service  employed  intermittently. 

"  (4)  The  Secretary  may  at  the  request  of  the  Council  engage  such 
technical  assistance  as  may  be  required  to  carry  out  its  functions;  and 
the  Secretary  shall,  in  addition,  make  available  to  the  Council  such 
secretarial,  clerical,  and  other  assistance  and  such  pertinent  data 
obtained  and  prepared  by  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
"Welfare  as  the  Council  may  require  to  carry  out  its  functions. 

"(5)  The  Council  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Secretary  prior  to  July 
1,  1968,  and  shall  cease  to  exist  as  of  December  31,  1971. 
"  (g)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term — 

"(1)  'nursing  home'  means  any  institution  or  facility  defined  as 
such  for  licensing  purposes  under  State  law,  or,  if  State  law  does 
not  employ  the  term  nursing  home,  the  equivalent  term  or  terms  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary;  and 

"(2)  'nursing  home  administrator'  means  any  individual  who 
is  charged  with  the  general  administration  of  a  nursing  home 
whether  or  not  such  individual  has  an  ownership  interest  in  such 
home  and  whether  or  not  his  functions  and  duties  are  shared  with 
one  or  more  other  individuals." 
(c)  Except  as  otherwise  specified  in  the  text  thereof,  the  amend- 
ments made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on  July  1,  1970. 
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UTILIZATION  OF  CARE  AND  SERVICES  FURNISHED  UNDER  TITLE  XIX 

Sec.  237.  Effective  April  1, 1968,  section  1902(a)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  (as  amended  by  the  preceding  sections  of  this  Act)  is  further 
amended  by — 

(a)  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following  " ;  and" ;  and 

(b)  inserting  after  paragraph  (29)  (added  to  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  by  section  236  of  this  Act)  the  following  paragraph :        Ante,  p.  908, 

"(30)  provide  such  methods  and  procedures  relating  to  the  utili- 
zation of,  and  the  payment  for,  care  and  services  available  under 
the  plan  as  may  be  necessary  to  safeguard  against  unnecessary 
utilization  of  such  care  and  services  and  to  assure  that  payments 
(including  payments  for  any  drugs  provided  under  the  plan)  are 
not  in  excess  of  reasonable  charges  consistent  with  efficiency,  econ- 
omy, and  quality  of  care." 

DIFFERENCES  IN  STANDARDS  WITH  RESPECT  TO  INCOME  ELIGIBILITY  UNDER 

TITLE  XIX 

Sec.  238.  Effective  July  1,  1969,  section  1902(a)  (17)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "(which  shall  be  comparable  79  stat.  346. 
for  all  groups)"'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "(which  42  use  1396a. 
shall  be  comparable  for  all  groups  and  may,  in  accordance  with  stand- 
ards prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  differ  with  respect  to  income  levels, 
but  only  in  the  case  of  applicants  or  recipients  of  assistance  under  the 
plan  who  are  not  receiving  aid  or  assistance  under  the  State's  plan 
approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI,  or  part  A  of  title  IV,  based  42  use  301, 
on  the  variations  between  shelter  costs  in  urban  areas  and  in  rural  1201,  1351, 
areas)".  1381 J 

'  Infra. 

Part  3 — Child- Welfare  Services  Amendments 

inclusion  of  child-welfare  services  in  title  iv 

Sec.  240.  (a)  The  heading  of  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  76  stat.  185. 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows :  42  use  601-609, 

"TITLE  IV— GRANTS  TO  STATES  FOR  AID  AND  SERV- 
ICES TO  NEEDY  FAMILIES  WITH  CHILDREN  AND  FOR 
CHILD-WELFARE  SERVICES" 

(b)  Title  IV  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  inserting  imme- 
diately after  the  heading  of  the  title  the  following : 

"Part  A — Aid  to  Families  With  Dependent  Children" 

(c)  Title  IV  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  49  stat.  627; 
thereof  the  following  new  part :  76  stat.  186. 

"Part  B — Child- Welfare  Services 
"appropriation 

"Sec.  420.  For  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  United  States,  through 
the  Secretary,  to  cooperate  with  State  public  welfare  agencies  in 
establishing,  extending,  and  strengthening  child-welfare  services,  the 
following  sums  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated :  $55,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1968,  $100,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  and  $110,000,000  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter. 
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"allotments  to  states 

"Sec.  421.  The  sum  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  420  for  each 
fiscal  year  shall  be  allotted  by  the  Secretary  for  use  by  cooperating 
State  public  welfare  agencies  which  have  plans  developed  jointly  by 
the  State  agency  and  the  Secretary,  as  follows:  He  shall  allot  $70,000 
to  each  State,  and  shall  allot  to  each  State  an  amount  which  bears  the 
same  ratio  to  the  remainder  of  the  sum  so  appropriated  for  such  year 
as  the  product  of  (1)  the  population  of  such  State  under  the  age  of 
21  and  (2)  the  allotment  percentage  of  such  State  (as  determined 
under  section  423)  bears  to  the  sum  of  the  corresponding  products 
of  all  the  States. 

"payment  to  states 

"Sec.  422.  (a)  From  the  sums  appropriated  therefor  and  the  allot- 
ment available  under  this  part,  the  Secretary  shall  from  time  to  time 
pay  to  each  State — 

"(1)  that  has  a  plan  for  child-welfare  services  which  has  been 
developed  as  provided  in  this  part  and  which — 

"(A)  provides  for  coordination  between  the  services  pro- 
vided under  such  plan  and  the  services  provided  for  depend- 
42  use  601-609.  ent  children  under  the  State  plan  approved  under  part  A  of 

Ante,  p.  911.  this  title,  with  a  view  to  provision  of  welfare  and  related 

services  which  will  best  promote  the  welfare  of  such  children 
and  their  families,  and 

"(B)  provides,  with  respect  to  day  care  services  (includ- 
ing the  provision  of  such  care)  provided  under  this  title — - 

(i)  for  cooperative  arrangements  with  the  State 
health  authority  and  the  State  agency  primarily  respon- 
sible for  State  supervision  of  public  schools  to  assure 
maximum  utilization  of  such  agencies  in  the  provision  of 
necessary  health  services  and  education  for  children 
receiving  day  care, 

"(ii)  for  an  advisory  committee,  to  advise  the  State 
public  welfare  agency  on  the  general  policy  involved  in 
the  provision  of  day  care  services  under  the  plan,  which 
shall  include  among  its  members  representatives  of  other 
State  agencies  concerned  with  day  care  or  services  related 
thereto  and  persons  representative  of  professional  or 
civic  or  other  public  or  nonprofit  private  agencies,  orga- 
nizations, or  groups  concerned  with  the  provision  of 
day  care, 

"(iii)  for  such  safeguards  as  may  be  necessary  to 
assure  provision  of  day  care  under  the  plan  only  in  cases 
in  which  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  child  and  the 
mother  and  only  in  cases  in  which  it  is  determined,  under 
criteria  established  by  the  State,  that  a  need  for  such 
care  exists;  and,  in  cases  in  which  the  family  is  able  to 
pay  part  or  all  of  the  costs  of  sucli  care,  for  payment  of 
such  fees  as  may  be  reasonable  in  the  light  of  such  ability, 

"(iv)  for  giving  priority,  in  determining  the  existence 
of  need  for  such  day  care,  to  members  of  low-income  or 
other  groups  in  the  population,  and  to  geographical  areas, 
which  have  the  greatest  relative  need  for  extension  of 
such  day  care,  and 

"(v)  that  day  care  provided  under  the  plan  will  be 
provided  only  in  facilities  (including  private  homes) 
which  are  licensed  by  the  State,  or  approved  (as  meeting 
the  standards  established  for  such  licensing)  by  the 
State  agency  responsible  for  licensing  facilities  of  this 
type,  and 


Ante,  p„911. 
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"(vi)  for  the  development  and  implementation  of 
arrangements  for  the  more  effective  involvement  of  the 
parent  or  parents  in  the  appropriate  care  of  the  child 
and  the  improvement  of  the  health  and  development  of 
the  child,  and 

"  (2)  that  makes  a  satisfactory  showing  that  the  State  is  extend- 


priority  being  given  to  communities  with  the  greatest  need  for 
such  services  after  giving  consideration  to  their  relative  financial 
need,  and  with  a  view  to  making  available  by  July  1,  1975,  in 
all  political  subdivisions  of  the  State,  for  all  children  in  need 
thereof,  child-welfare  services  provided  by  the  staff  (which  shall 
to  the  extent  feasible  be  composed  of  trained  child-welfare  per- 
sonnel) of  the  State  public  welfare  agency  or  of  the  local  agency 
participating  in  the  administration  of  the  plan  in  the  political 
subdivision, 

except  that  (effective  July  1,  1969,  or,  if  earlier,  on  the  date  as  of 
which  the  modification  of  the  State  plan  to  comply  with  this  require- 
ment with  respect  to  subprofessional  staff  is  approved)  such  plan 
shall  provide  for  the  training  and  effective  use  of  paid  subprofessional 
staff  with  particular  emphasis  on  the  full-time  or  part-time  employ- 
ment of  persons  of  low  income,  as  community  service  aides,  in  the 
administration  of  the  plan  and  for  the  use  of  nonpaid  or  partially 
paid  volunteers  in  providing  services  and  in  assisting  any  advisory 
committees  established  by  the  State  agency,  an  amount  equal  to  the 
Federal  share  (as  determined  under  section  423)  of  the  total  sum 
expended  under  such  plan  (including  the  cost  of  administration  of 
the  plan)  in  meeting  the  costs  of  State,  district,  county,  or  other  local 
child-welfare  services,  in  developing  State  services  for  the  encourage- 
ment and  assistance  of  adequate  methods  of  community  child-welfare 
organization,  in  paying  the  costs  of  returning  any  runaway  child  who 
has  not  attained  the  age  of  eighteen  to  his  own  community  in  another 
State,  and  of  maintaining  such  child  until  such  return  ( for  a  period  not 
exceeding  fifteen  days),  in  cases  in  which  such  costs  cannot  be  met  by 
the  parents  of  such  child  or  by  any  person,  agency,  or  institution  legally 
responsible  for  the  support  of  such  child.  In  developing  such  services 
for  children,  the  facilities  and  experience  of  voluntary  agencies  shall 
be  utilized  in  accordance  with  child-care  programs  and  arrangements 
in  the  State  and  local  communities  as  may  be  authorized  by  the  State. 

"(b)  The  method  of  computing  and  paying  such  amounts  shall  be 
as  follows : 

"(1)  The  Secretary  shall,  prior  to  the  beginning  of  each  period 
for  which  a  payment  is  to  be  made,  estimate  the  amount  to  be  paid 
to  the  State  for  such  period  under  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a) . 

"(2)  From  the  allotment  available  therefor,  the  Secretary  shall 
pay  the  amount  so  estimated,  reduced  or  increased,  as  the  case  may 
be,  by  any  sum  (not  previously  adjusted  under  this  section)  by 
which  he  finds  that  his  estimate  of  the  amount  to  be  paid  the  State 
for  any  prior  period  under  this  section  was  greater  or  less  than 
the  amount  which  should  have  been  paid  to  the  State  for  such 
prior  period  under  this  section. 


"Sec.  423.  (a)  The  'allotment  percentage'  for  any  State  shall  be 
100  per  centum  less  the  State  percentage;  and  the  State  percentage 
shall  be  that  percentage  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  50  per  centum  as 
the  per  capita  income  of  such  State  bears  to  the  per  capita  income  of 
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the  United  States;  except  that  (1)  the  allotment  percentage  shall  in 
no  case  be  less  than  30  per  centum  or  more  than  70  per  centum,  and 

(2)  the  allotment  percentage  shall  be  70  per  centum  in  the  case  of 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam. 

"(b)  The  'Federal  share'  for  any  State  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be 
100  per  centum  less  that  percentage  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to 
50  per  centum  as  the  per  capita  income  of  such  State  bears  to  the  per 
capita  income  of  the  United  States,  except  that  (1)  in  no  case  shall 
the  Federal  share  be  less  than  33%  per  centum  or  more  than  66%  per 
centum,  and  (2)  the  Federal  share  shall  be  66%  per  centum  in  the  case 
of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam. 

"(c)  The  Federal  share  and  the  allotment  percentage  for  each  State 
shall  be  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  between  July  1  and  August  31 
of  each  even -numbered  year,  on  the  basis  of  the  average  per  capita 
income  of  each  State  and  of  the  United  States  for  the  three  most  recent 
calendar  years  for  which  satisfactory  data  are  available  from  the 
Department  of  Commerce.  Such  promulgation  shall  be  conclusive  for 
each  of  the  two  fiscal  years  in  the  period  beginning  July  1  next  succeed- 
ing such  promulgation  :  Provided,  That  the  Federal  shares  and  allot- 
ment percentages  promulgated  under  section  524(c)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  in  1966  shall  be  effective  for  purposes  of  this  section  for 
the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1968,  and  June  30,  1969. 

"(d)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  'United  States'  means 
the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

"reaelotment 

Ante,  p„  912.  "Sec.  424.  The  amount  of  any  allotment  to  a  State  under  section  421 

for  any  fiscal  year  which  the  State  certifies  to  the  Secretary  will  not 
be  required  for  cafrying  out  the  State  plan  developed  as  provided  in 
such  section  shall  be  available  for  reallotment  from  time  to  time,  on 
such  dates  as  the  Secretary  may  fix,  to  other  States  which  the  Secre- 
tary determines  (1)  have  need  in  carrying  out  their  State  plans  so 
developed  for  sums  in  excess  of  those  previously  allotted  to  them  under 
that  section  and  (2)  will  be  able  to  use  such  excess  amounts  during  such 
fiscal  year.  Such  reallotments  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  the  State 
plans  so  developed,  after  taking  into  consideration  the  population 
under  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and  the  per  capita  income  of  each  such 
State  as  compared  with  the  population  under  the  age  of  twenty-one, 
and  the  per  capita  income  of  all  such  States  with  respect  to  which  such 
a  determination  by  the  Secretary  has  been  made.  Any  amount  so  real- 
lotted  to  a  State  shall  be  deemed  part  of  its  allotment  under  section  421. 

"definition 

"Child-welfare  "Sec.  425.  For  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  'child-welfare  serv- 
servioes."  ices'  means  public  social  services  which  supplement,  or  substitute  for, 

parental  care  and  supervision  for  the  purpose  of  (1)  preventing  or 
remedying,  or  assisting  in  the  solution  of  problems  which  may  result 
in,  the  neglect,  abuse,  exploitation,  or  delinquency  of  children,  (2) 
protecting  and  caring  for  homeless,  dependent,  or  neglected  children, 

(3)  protecting  and  promoting  the  welfare  of  children  of  working 
mothers,  and  (4)  otherwise  protecting  and  promoting  the  welfare  of 
children,  including  the  strengthening  of  their  own  homes  where  pos- 
sible or,  where  needed,  the  provision  of  adequate  care  of  children 
away  from  their  homes  in  foster  family  homes  or  day-care  or  other 
child-care  facilities. 


42  USC  724. 
"United  States." 
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RESEARCH,  TRAINING,  OR  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS 

"Sec.  426.  (a)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
each  fiscal  year  such  sums  as  the  Congress  may  determine — 
"  ( 1 )  for  grants  by  the  Secretary — 

"(A)  to  public  or  other  nonprofit  institutions  of  higher 
learning,  and  to  public  or  other  nonprofit  agencies  and 
organizations  engaged  in  research  or  child-welfare  activities, 
for  special  research  or  demonstration  projects  in  the  field  of 
child  welfare  which  are  of  regional  or  national  significance 
and  for  special  projects  for  the  demonstration  of  new  meth- 
ods or  facilities  which  show  promise  of  substantial  contribu- 
tion to  the  advancement  of  child  welfare ; 

"(B)  to  State  or  local  public  agencies  responsible  for 
administering,  or  supervising  the  administration  of,  the  plan 
under  this  part,  for  projects  for  the  demonstration  of  the 
utilization  of  research  (including  findings  resulting  there- 
from) in  the  field  of  child  welfare  in  order  to  encourage 
experimental  and  special  types  of  welfare  services;  and 

"(C)  to  public  or  other  nonprofit  institutions  of  higher 
learning  for  special  projects  for  training  personnel  for  work 
in  the  field  of  child  welfare,  including  traineeships  with  such 
stipends  and  allowances  as  may  be  permitted  by  the  Secre- 
tary; and 

"(2)  for  contracts  or  jointly  financed  cooperative  arrangements 
with  States  and  public  and  other  organizations  and  agencies  for 
the  conduct  of  research,  special  projects,  or  demonstration  projects 
relating  to  such  matters. 
" (b)  Payments  of  grants  or  under  contracts  or  cooperative  arrange- 
ments under  this  section  may  be  made  in  advance  or  by  way  of  reim- 
bursement, and  in  such  installments,  as  the  Secretary  may  determine; 
and  shall  be  made  on  such  conditions  as  the  Secretary  finds  neces- 
sary to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  grants,  contracts,  or  other 
arrangements." 

(d)  (1)  Subparagraphs  (A)  and  (13)  of  section  422(a)  (1)  of  the 

Social  Security  Act.  (as  added  by  subsection  (c)  of  this  section)  are  Ante,  p.  912, 
redesignated  as  (B)  and  (C). 

(2)  So  much  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section  422(a)  of  such  Act  (as 
added  by  subsection  (c)  of  this  section)  as  precedes  subparagraph  (B) 
(as  redesignated)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

"(1)  that  has  a  plan  for  child- welfare  services  which  has  been 
developed  as  provided  in  this  part  and  which — 

"(A)   provides  that   (i)   the  State  agency  designated 
pursuant  to  section  402(a)  (3)  to  administer  or  supervise  the  42  use  602, 
administration  of  the  plan  of  the  State  approved  under  part 
A  of  this  title  will  administer  or  supervise  the  administration  42  use  601-609, 
of  such  plan  for  child-welfare  services  and  (ii)  to  the  extent  Ante,  p,  911, 
that  child-welfare  services  are  furnished  by  the  staff  of  the 
State  agency  or  local  agency  administering  such  plan  for 
child-welfare  services,  the  organizational  unit  in  such  State 
or  local  agency  established  pursuant  to  section  402(a)  (15)   Ante,  p,  878, 
will    be   responsible    for   furnishing   such  child-welfare 
services,". 

(e)  (1)  Part  3  of  title  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  repealed  on  Repeal, 

the  date  this  Act  is  enacted.  72  stat.  1052, 

(2)  Part  B  of  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  added  by  42  usc  721-728, 
subsection  (c)  of  this  section),  and  the  amendments  made  by  subsec- 
tions (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section,  shall  become  effective  on  the  date  this 
Act  is  enacted. 
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(3)  The  amendments  made  by  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  subsection 
(d)  shall  become  effective  duly  1,  1969,  except  that  (A)  if  on  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act  the  agency  of  a  State  administering  its  plan 
for  child-welfare  services  developed  under  part  B  of  title  IV  of  the 
Ante,  p.  911.       Social  Security  Act  is  different  from  the  agency  of  the  State  designated 
42  use  602.         pursuant  to  section  402(a)  (3)  of  such  Act,  so  much  of  paragraph  (1) 
of  section  422(a)  of  such  Act  as  precedes  subparagraph  (B)  (as  added 
Ante,  p.  915.       by  paragraph  (2)  of  such  subsection  (d) )  shall  not  apply  with  respect 
to  such  agencies  but  only  so  long  as  such  agencies  of  the  State  are 
different,  and  (B)  if  on  such  date  the  local  agency  administering  the 
plan  of  a  State  for  child-welfare  services  developed  under  part  B  of 
title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  different  from  the  local  agency 
in  such  subdivision  administering  the  plan  of  such  State  under  part  A 
42  use  601-609.    of  title  IV  of  such  Act,  so  much  of  such  paragraph  (1)  as  precedes 
Ante,  p.  911.       such  subparagraph  (B)  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  such  local 
agencies  but  only  so  long  as  such  local  agencies  are  different. 

(f )  In  the  case  of  any  State  which  has  a  plan  developed  as  provided 
in  part  3  of  title  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act  as  in  effect  prior  to  the 

72  stat.  1052.     enactment  of  this  Act — 

42  use  721-728.  (l)  such  plan  shall  be  treated  as  a  plan  developed,  as  provided 

in  part  B  of  title  IV  of  such  Act,  on  the  date  this  Act  is  enacted: 

(2)  any  sums  appropriated,  allotted,  or  reallotted  pursuant  to 
part  3  of  title  V  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  shall  be 
deemed  appropriated,  allotted,  or  reallotted  (as  the  case  may  be) 
under  part  B  of  title  IV  of  such  Act  for  such  fiscal  year ;  and 

(3)  any  overpayment  or  underpayment  which  the  Secretary 
determines  was  made  to  the  State  under  section  523  of  the  Social 

42  use  723.  Security  Act  and  with  respect  to  which  adjustment  has  not  then 

already  been  made  under  subsection  (b)  of  such  section  shall,  for 
Ante,  pp.  912,  purposes  of  section  422  of  such  Act,  be  considered  an  overpayment 

915o  or  underpayment  (as  the  case  may  be)  made  under  section  422 

of  such  Act. 

(g)  Any  sums  appropriated  or  grants  made  pursuant  to  section  526 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  this 

42  use  726.  Act)  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  appropriated  or  made  (as  the  case 
may  be)  under  section  426  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  added  by  sub- 
section (c)  of  this  section). 

(h)  Each  State  plan  approved  under  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  as  in  effect  on  the  day  preceding  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 

42  use  601-609.  Act  shall  be  deemed,  without  the  necessity  of  any  change  in  such 
plan,  to  have  been  conformed  with  the  amendments  made  by  sub- 
sections (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section. 


CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS 


42  use  428,  Sec.  241.  (a)  Section  228(d)(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 

amended  by  striking  out  "IV,",  and  by  inserting  after  "XVI,"  the  f ol- 

lowing :  "or  part  A  of  title  IV,". 
42  use  601.  (b)  (1)  The  first  sentence  of  section  401  of  the  Social  Security  Act 

is  amended  by  striking  out  "title"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "part". 
42  use  603.  (2)  The  proviso  in  section  403(a)  (3)  (D)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

by  striking  out  "title"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "part". 

(3)  The  last  sentence  of  section  403(c)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

by  striking  out  "title"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "part". 
42  use  604.  (4)  Section  404(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "title" 

and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "part". 
42  use  606.  (5)  Section  406  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "title"  in 

the  matter  preceding  subsection  (a)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

"part". 
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of  subsection  (a)(2), 
"XIX"  in  such  clause  the  following:  ".  and 

ippears  in  subsection 

in  subsection  (b)  the  fol- 


(c)  (1)  Section  1106(c)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"IV,",  and  by  inserting  after  '"XIX,"  the  following :  "or  part  A  of  title 
IV,". 

(2)  Section  1109  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "IV,", 
and  by  inserting  after  "XIX"  the  following:  ",  or  part  A  of  title  IV,". 

(3)  "  Section  1111  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "IV,",  and 
by  inserting  after  "XVI,"  the  following:  "and  part  A  of  title  IV,". 

(4)  Section  1115  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "IV,",  and 
by  inserting  after  "XIX"  the  following:  ",  or  part  A  of  title  IV,". 

"  (5)  Section  1116  of  such  Act  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "IV,"  in  subsection  (a)  (1),  and  by  insert- 
ing after  "XIX,*  in  such  subsection  the  following:  "or  part  A 
of  title  IV," ;  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "IV,"  in  subsections  (b)  and  (d),  and  by 
inserting  after  "XIX"  in  such  subsections  the  following:  ",  or 
part  A  of  title  IV,". 

(6)  Section  1117  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "IV,"  in  clause  (A 
and  by  inserting  after 
part  A  of  title  IV,"; 

(B)  by  striking  out  "IV,"  each  place  it 
(b): 

(C)  by  inserting  after  "and  XIX 
lowing :  ",  and  part  A  of  title  IV," ; 

(D)  by  inserting  after  "or  XIX"  in  subsection  (b)  the  follow- 
ing :  ",  or  part  A  of  title  IV". 

(7)  Section  1118  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "IV,",  and 
by  inserting  after  "XVI,"  the  following:  "and  part  A  of  title  IV,". 

fd)  Section  1602(a)  (11)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"title  IV,  X,  or  XIV"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "part  A  of  title  IV 
or  under  title  X  or  XIV". 

(e)  (1)  Section  1843(b)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"IV,",  and  by  inserting  after  "XVI"  the  following:  ",  and  part  A  of 
title  IV". 

(2)  Section  1843(f)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "IV,"  in  the  first  sentence,  and  by  inserting 
after  "XVI,"  the  first  place  it  appears  in  such  sentence  the  fol- 
lowing :  "or  part  A  of  title  IV,",  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "IV,"  in  the  second  sentence,  and  by  insert- 
ing after  "XVI"  in  such  sentence  the  following:  ",  and  part  A  of 
title  IV". 

(f)  (1)  Section  1902(a)  (10)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"IV,",  and  by  inserting  after  "XVI"  the  following:  "  and  part  A  of 
title  IV". 

(2)  Section  1902(a)  (17)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"IV,",  and  by  inserting  after  "XVI"  the  following:  ",  or  part  A  of 
title  IV". 

(3)  Section  1902(b)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"title  IV"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "part  A  of  title  IV". 

(4)  Section  1902(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "IV,", 
and  by  inserting  after  "XVI"  the  following :  ",  or  part  A  of  title  IV". 

(5)  Section  1903(a)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"IV,",  and  by  inserting  after  "XVI,"  the  following:  "or  part  A  of 
title  IV,".  _ 

(6)  Section  1905(a)  (ii)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"title  IV"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "part  A  of  title  IV". 


42  USC  1306. 

42  USC  1309. 
42  USC  1311. 
42  USC  1315. 
42  USC  1316. 


42  USC  1317. 


42  USC  1318. 
42  USC  1382. 

42  USC  1395v. 


42  USC  1396a. 


42  USC  1396b. 
42  USC  1396d. 
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Part  4 — Miscellaneous  and  Technical  Amendments 

partial  payments  to  states 

Sec.  245.  Sections  4,  404(a),  1004,  and  1404  of  the  Social  Security 
49  Stat.  622,       Act  are  each  amended — 

623,  646<  (l)  by  striking  out  "further  payments  will  not  be  made  to  the 

64  stat.  557.  State"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ''further  payments  will  not  be 

1204S13544'  504'         made  to  the  State  (or,  in  his  discretion,  that  payments  will  be 
'      *  limited  to  categories  under  or  parts  of  the  State  plan  not  affected 

by  such  failure)";  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  last  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following :  "Until  he  is  so  satisfied  he  shall  make  no 
further  payments  to  such  State  (or  shall  limit  payments  to  cate- 
gories under  or  parts  of  the  State  plan  not  affected  by  such 
failure) ." 

CONTRACTS  FOR  COOPERATIVE  RESEARCH  OR  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS 

70  stat.  851.  Sec.  246.  Section  1110(a)  (2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
42  use  1310.        by  striking  out  "nonprofit". 

PERMANENT  AUTHORITY  TO  SUPPORT  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS 

76  stat.  192.         Sec.  247.  Section  1115  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended — 
42  use  1315.  (1)  by  striking  out  "$2,000,000"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

"$4,000,000";  and 

Ante,  p.  94.  (2)  by  striking  out  "ending  prior  to  July  1, 1968"  and  inserting 

in  lieu  thereof  "beginning  after  June  30,  1967". 

SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  RELATING  TO  PUERTO  RICO,  THE  VIRGIN  ISLANDS, 

AND  GUAM 

76  Stat.  206.  Sec.  248.  (a)(1)  Section  1108  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
42  use  1308,       to  read  as  follows : 

"LIMITATION  ON  PAYMENT8  TO  PUERTO  RICO,  THE  VIRGIN  ISLANDS, 

AND  GUAM 

"Sec.  1108.  (a)  The  total  amount  certified  by  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  and  XVT,  and 
42  use  301,         under  part  A  of  title  IV  (exclusive  of  any  amounts  on  account  of 
1201,  1351,         services  and  items  to  which  subsection  (b)  applies) — 
1331}  "(1)  for  payment  to  Puerto  Kico  shall  not  exceed— 

Ante,  p.  911,  "(A)  $12,500,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year  1968, 

"(B)  $15,000,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year  1969, 
"(C)  $18,000,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year  1970, 
"(D)  $21,000,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year  1971,  or 
"(E)  $24,000,000  with  re&pect  to  the  fiscal  year  1972  and 
each  fiscal  year  thereafter; 
"(2)  for  payment  to  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  not  exceed — 
"(A)  $425,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year  1968, 
"(B)  $500,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year  1969, 
"(C)  $600,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year  1970, 
"(D)  $700,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year  1971,  or 
"(E)  $800,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year  1972  and  each 
fiscal  year  thereafter;  and 
"(3)  for  payment  to  Guam  shall  not  exceed — 

"(A)  $575,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year  1968, 


January  2,  1968 


-  99  - 


Pub.  Law  90-248 


"(B)  $690,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year  1969, 
"(C)  $8-25,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year  1970, 
"(D)  $960,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscafyear  1971,  or 
"(E)  $1,100,000  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year  1973 
each  fiscal  year  thereafter. 
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72  and 


"(b)  The  total  amount  certified  by  the  Secretary  under  part  A  of 
title  IV,  on  account  of  family  planning  services  and  services  provided 
under  section  402(a)  (19)  with  respect  to  any  fiscal  year — 

"(1)  for  payment  to  Puerto  Rico  shall  not  exceed  $2,000,000, 
"(2)  for  payment  to  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  not  exceed 
$65,000,  and 

"(3)  for  payment  to  Guam  shall  not  exceed  $90,000. 
"(c)  The  total  amount  certified  by  the  Secretary  under  title  XIX 
with  respect  to  any  fiscal  year — 

"(1)  for  payment  to  Puerto  Rico  shall  not  exceed  $20,000,000, 
"(2)  for  payment  to  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  not  exceed 
$650,000,  and 

"(3)  for  payment  to  Guam  shall  not  exceed  $900,000. 

''(d)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sections  502(a)  and  512(a) 
of  this  Act,  and  the  provisions  of  sections  421,  503(1),  and  504(1)  of 
this  Act  as  amended  by  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967, 
and  until  such  time  as  the  Congress  may  by  appropriation  or  other 
law  otherwise  provide,  the  Secretary  shall,  in  lieu  of  the  initial  allot- 
ment specified  in  such  sections,  allot  such  smaller  amounts  to  Guam 
as  he  may  deem  appropriate." 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph  (1)  shall  apply  with 
respect  to  fiscal  years  beginning  after  June  30, 1967. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  of  section  403 
(a)  (3)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  this  Act),  the  rate  specified  in 
such  subparagraphs  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
and  Guam  shall  be  60  per  centum  (rather  than  75  or  85  per  centum). 

(c)  Effective  July  1,  1969,  neither  the  provisions  of  clauses  (A) 
through  (C)  of  section  402(a)  (7)  of  such  Act  as  in  effect  before  the 
enactment  of  this  Act  nor  the  provisions  of  section  402(a)  (8)  of  such 
Act  as  amended  by  section  202(b)  of  this  Act  shall  apply  in  the  case  of 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  or  Guam.  Effective  no  later  than 
July  1,  1972,  the  State  plans  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and 
Guam  approved  under  section  402  of  such  Act  shall  provide  for  the 
disregarding  of  income  in  making  the  determination  under  section 
402(a)  (7)  of  such  Act  in  amounts  (agreed  to  between  the  Secretary 
and  the  State  agencies  involved)  sufficiently  lower  than  the  amounts 
specified  in  section  402(a)  (8)  of  such  Act  to  reflect  appropriately  the 
applicable  differences  in  income  levels. 

(d)  The  amendment  made  by  section  220(a)  of  this  Act  shall  not 
apply  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  or  Guam. 

(e)  Effective  with  respect  to  quarters  after  1967,  section  1905(b) 
of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "55  per  centum"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "50  per  centum". 


42  USC  601-609, 
Ante,  p.  911, 
Ante,  p.  890, 


42  USC  1396- 
1396d, 

Ante,  pp.  903- 
908, 


42  USC  702, 
712, 

Ante,  p.  912. 
Post,  p.  922, 


Ante,  p.  879, 


42  USC  602. 
Ante,  p.  881, 


Ante,  p.  898< 


79  Stat,  352. 
42  USC  1396d. 


APPROVAL   OF   CERTAIN  PROJECTS 


Sec.  249.  Title  XI  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  (after  the  new  section  added  by  section  209  of  this 
Act)  the  following  new  section :  Ante,  p,  894, 

"approval  of  certain  projects 

"Sec.  1120.  (a)  No  payment  shall  be  made  under  this  Act  with 
respect  to  any  experimental,  pilot,  demonstration,  or  other  project  all 
or  any  part  of  which  is  wholly  financed  with  Federal  funds  made  avail- 
able under  this  Act  (without  any  State,  local,  or  other  non-Federal 
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financial  participation)  unless  such  project  shall  have  been  personally 
approved  by  the  Secretary  or  Under  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare. 

"(b)  As  soon  as  possible  after  the  approval  of  any  project  under 
subsection  (a) ,  the  Secretary  shall  submit  to  the  Congress  a  description 
of  such  project  including  a  statement  of  its  purpose,  probable  cost,  and 
expected  duration." 

ASSISTANCE  IN  THE  FORM  OF  INSTITUTIONAL,  SERVICES  IN  INTERMEDIATE 

CARE  FACILITIES 

Sec  250.  (a)  Title  XI  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  amended  by 
Ante,  pp.  894,  sections  209  and  249  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
919.  end  thereof  the  following  new  section : 

"ASSISTANCE  IN  THE  FORM  OF  INSTITUTIONAL  SERVICES  IN  INTERMEDIATE 

CARE  FACILITIES 

"Sec.  1121.  (a)  Any  State  which  has  in  effect  a  plan  for  old-age 
42  use  301.         assistance,  approved  under  title  I,  a  plan  for  aid  to  the  blind,  approved 
42  use  1201.        under  title  X,  a  plan  for  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally  disabled, 
42  use  1351.        approved  under  title  XIV,  or  a  plan  for  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or 
42  use  1381.        disabled,  approved  under  title  XVI,  may,  on  or  after  January  1, 1968, 
modify  such  plan  to  include  therein  benefits  in  the  form  of  institu- 
tional services  in  intermediate  care  facilities  for  individuals  who  are 
entitled  (or  would,  if  not  receiving  institutional  services  in  inter- 
mediate care  facilities,  be  entitled)  to  assistance,  under  such  plan,  in 
the  form  of  money  payments. 

"(b)  Any  modification  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  shall  provide 
that  benefits  in  the  form  of  institutional  services  in  intermediate  care 
facilities  will  be  provided  only  to  individuals  who — 

"(1)  are  entitled  (or  would,  if  not  receiving  institutional  serv- 
ices in  intermediate  care  facilities,  be  entitled)  to  receive  aid  or 
assistance,  under  the  State  plan,  in  the  form  of  money  payments ; 

"(2)  because  of  their  physical  or  mental  condition  (or  both), 
require  living  accommodations  and  care  which,  as  a  practical 
matter,  can  be  made  available  to  them  only  through  institutional 
facilities;  and 

"(3)  do  not  have  such  an  illness,  disease,  injury,  or  other  condi- 
tion as  to  require  the  degree  of  care  and  treatment  which  a  hos- 
pital or  skilled  nursing  home  (as  that  term  is  employed  in  title 
42  use  1396.  XIX)  is  designed  to  provide. 

Ante,  pp.  903-  "  (c)  Payments  to  any  State  which  modifies  its  approved  State  plan 
908»  (referred  to  in  subsection  (a) )  to  provide,  to  the  recipients  of  aid  or 

assistance  thereunder,  benefits  in  the  form  of  institutional  services  in 
intermediate  care  facilities  shall  be  made  in  the  same  manner  and 
from  the  same  appropriation  as  payments  made  with  respect  to  expen- 
ditures under  the  State  plan  so  modified,  except  that,  with  respect  to 
expenditures  made  by  the  State  in  paying  the  cost  of  benefits  in  the 
form  of  institutional  services  in  intermediate  care  facilities  for  any 
quarter,  the  Secretary  shall,  if  the  State  so  elects,  pay  to  each  State 
an  amount  equal  to  the  Federal  medical  assistance  percentage  (as  de- 
42  use  I396d.      fined  in  section  1905(b)). 

Ante,  p.  919.  «(<j)  Except  when  inconsistent  with  the  purposes  of  this  section  or 
contrary  to  any  provision  of  this  section,  any  modification,  pursuant  to 
this  section,  of  an  approved  State  plan  shall  be  subject  to  the  same 
conditions,  limitations,  rights,  and  obligations  as  obtain  with  respect 
to  such  approved  State  plan. 
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"(e)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  'intermediate  care  facil-  "Intermediate 
ity'  means  an  institution  or  distinct  part  thereof  which  (1)  is  licensed,  facility." 
under  State  law,  to  provide  the  patients  or  residents  thereof,  on  a 
regular  basis,  the  range  or  level  of  care  and  services  which  is  suitable 
to  the  needs  of  individuals  described  in  subsection  (b)  (2)  and  (3), 
but  which  does  not  provide  the  degree  of  care  required  to  be  provided 
by  a  skilled  nursing  home  furnishing  services  under  a  State  plan 
approved  under  title  XIX,  and  (2)  meets  such  standards  of  safety  42  use  1396- 
and  sanitation  as  are  applicable  to  nursing  homes  under  State  I396d. 
law ;  except  that  in  no  case  shall  such  term  include  an  institution  which  |g|£>  PP*  903_ 
does  not  regularly  provide  a  level  of  care  and  service  beyond  room  and  * 
board.  The  term  'intermediate  care  facility'  also  includes  a  Christian 
Science  sanatorium  operated,  or  listed  and  certified,  by  the  First 
Church  of  Christ,  Scientist,  Boston,  Massachusetts,  but  only  with  re- 
spect to  institutional  services  deemed  appropriate  by  the  State." 

TITLE  III — IMPROVEMENT  OF  CHILD  HEALTH 

CONSOLIDATION  OF  SEPARATE  PROGRAMS  UNDER  TITLE  V  OF  THE 
SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT 

Sec.  301.  Effective  with  respect  to  fiscal  years  beginning  after 
June  30, 1968,  title  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as  otherwise  amended 
by  this  Act)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  49  stat.  629. 

42  USC  701-731. 

"TITLE  V— MATERNAL  AND  CHILD  HEALTH  AND  p»  Jg. 

CRIPPLED  CHILDREN'S  SERVICES  -22~'  P* 


"AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 


"Sec.  501.  For  the  purpose  of  enabling  each  State  to  extend 
and  improve  (especially  in  rural  areas  and  in  areas  suffering  from 
severe  economic  distress) ,  as  far  as  practicable  under  the  conditions  in 
such  State, 

"(1)  services  for  reducing  infant  mortality  and  otherwise  pro- 
moting the  health  of  mothers  and  children;  and 

"(2)  services  for  locating,  and  for  medical,  surgical,  corrective, 
and  other  services  and  care  for  and  facilities  for  diagnosis,  hos- 
pitalization, and  aftercare  for,  children  who  are  crippled  or  who 
are  suffering  from  conditions  leading  to  crippling, 
there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  $250,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969,  $275,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1970,  $300,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  $325,000,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1972,  and  $350,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1973,  and  each  fiscal  year  thereafter. 

"PURPOSES  FOR  WHICH  FUNDS  ARE  AVAILABLE 

"Sec.  502.  Appropriations  pursuant  to  section  501  shall  be  available 
for  the  following  purposes  in  the  following  proportions : 

"  ( 1 )  In  the  case  of  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1969,  and  each 
of  the  next  3  fiscal  years,  (A)  50  percent  of  the  appropriation  for 
such  year  shall  be  for  allotments  pursuant  to  sections  503  and 
504;  (B)  40  percent  thereof  shall  be  for  grants  pursuant  to  sec- 
tions 508,  509.  and  510;  and  (C)  10  percent  thereof  shall  be  for 
grants,  contracts,  or  other  arrangements  pursuant  to  sections 
511  and  512. 

"  (2)  In  the  case  of  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1973,  and  each 
fiscal  year  thereafter,  (A)  90  percent  of  the  appropriation  for 
such  years  shall  be  for  allotments  pursuant  to  sections  503  and 
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504;  and  (B)  10  percent  thereof  shall  be  for  grants,  contracts,  or 
other  arrangements  pursuant  to  sections  51 1  and  512. 
Xot  to  exceed  5  percent  of  the  appropriation  for  any  fiscal  year  under 
this  section  shall  be  transferred,  at  the  request  of  the  Secretary,  from 
one  of  the  purposes  specified  in  paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  to  another  pur- 
pose or  pin-poses  so  specified.  For  each  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall 
determine  the  portion  of  the  appropriation,  within  the  percentage 
determined  above  to  be  available  for  sections  503  and  504,  which  shall 
be  available  for  allotment  pursuant  to  section  503  and  the  portion 
thereof  which  shall  be  available  for  allotment  pursuant  to  section  504. 
Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  section,  of  the 
amount  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  section  501,  not 
less  than  6  percent  of  the  amount  appropriated  shall  be  available  for 
family  planning  services  from  allotments  under  section  503  and  for 
family  planning  seiwices  under  projects  under  sections  508  and  512. 

"allotments  to  states  for  maternal  and  child  health  services 

''Sec.  503.  The  amount  determined  to  be  available  pursuant  to  section 
502  for  allotments  under  this  section  shall  be  allotted  for  payments  for 
maternal  and  child  health  services  as  follows: 

"(1)  One-half  of  such  amount  shall  be  allotted  by  allotting  to 
each  State  $70,000  plus  such  part  of  the  remainder  of  such  one- 
half  as  he  finds  that  the  number  of  live  births  in  such  State  bore 
to  the  total  number  of  live  births  in  the  United  States  in  the 
latest  calendar  year  for  which  he  has  statistics. 

"(2)  The  remaining  one-half  of  such  amount  shall  (in  addition 
to  the  allotments  under  paragraph  (1))  be  allotted  to  the  States 
from  time  to  time  according  to  the  financial  need  of  each  State 
for  assistance  in  carrying  out  its  State  plan,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  after  taking  into  consideration  the  number  of  live  births 
in  such  State ,  except  that  not  more  than  25  percent  of  such  one- 
half  shall  be  available  for  grants  to  State  agencies  (administering 
or  supervising  the  administration  of  a  State  plan  approved  under 
section  505) ,  and  to  public  or  other  nonprofit  institutions  of  higher 
learning  (situated  in  any  State),  for  special  projects  of  regional 
or  national  significance  which  may  contribute  to  the  advance- 
ment of  maternal  and  child  health. 

"allotments  to  states  for  crippled  children's  services 

"Sec.  504.  The  amount  determined  to  be  available  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 502  for  allotments  under  this  section  shall  be  allotted  for  payments 
for  crippled  children's  services  as  follows: 

"  ( 1 )  One-half  of  such  amount  shall  be  allotted  by  allotting  to 
each  State  $70,000  and  allotting  the  remainder  of  such  one-half 
according  to  the  need  of  each  State  as  determined  by  him  after 
taking  into  consideration  the  number  of  crippled  children  in  such 
State  in  need  of  the  services  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)  of  sec- 
tion 501  and  the  cost  of  furnishing  such  services  to  them. 

"(2)  The  remaining  one-half  of  such  amount  shall  (in  addi- 
tion to  the  allotments  under  paragraph  (1))  be  allotted  to  the 
States  from  time  to  time  according  to  the  financial  need  of  each 
State  for  assistance  in  carrying  out  its  State  plan,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  after  taking  into  consideration  the  number  of 
crippled  children  in  each  State  in  need  of  the  services  referred 
to  in  paragraph  (2)  of  section  501  and  the  cost  of  furnishing  such 
services  to  them;  except  that  not  more  than  25  percent  of  such 
one-half  shall  be  available  for  grants  to  State  agencies  (adminis- 
tering or  supervising  the  administration  of  a  State  plan  ap- 
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proved  under  section  505),  and  to  public  or  other  nonprofit  insti- 
tutions of  higher  learning  (situated  in  any  State),  for  special 
projects  of  regional  or  national  significance  which  may  contribute 
to  the  advancement  of  services  for  crippled  children. 

"approval  or  state  plans 

"Sec.  505.  (a)  In  order  to  be  entitled  to  payments  from  allotments 
under  section  502,  a  State  must  have  a  State  plan  for  maternal  and 
child  health  services  and  services  for  crippled  children  which — 

"(1)  provides  for  financial  participation  by  the  State; 

"(2)  provides  for  the  administration  of  the  plan  by  the  State 
health  agency  or  the  supervision  of  the  administration  of  the  plan 
by  the  State  health  agency;  except  that  in  the  case  of  those  States 
which  on  July  1,  1967,  provided  for  administration  (or  super- 
vision thereof)  of  the  State  plan  approved  under  section  513  (as  42  use  713. 
in  effect  on  such  date)  by  a  State  agency  other  than  the  State 
health  agency,  the  plan  of  such  State  may  be  approved  under  this 
section  if  it  would  meet  the  requirements  of  this  subsection  except 
for  provision  of  administration  (or  supervision  thereof)  by  such 
other  agency  for  the  portion  of  the  plan  relating  to  services  for 
crippled  children,  and,  in  each  such  case,  the  portion  of  such  plan 
which  each  such  agency  administers,  or  the  administration  of 
which  each  such  agency  supervises,  shall  be  regarded  as  a  separate 
plan  for  purposes  of  this  title ; 

"(3)  provides  such  methods  of  administration  (including  meth-  Post,  p.  929, 
ods  relating  to  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  personnel 
standards  on  a  merit  basis,  except  that  the  Secretary  shall  exercise 
no  authority  with  respect  to  the  selection,  tenure  of  office,  and 
compensation  of  any  individual  employed  in  accordance  with 
such  methods)  as  are  necessary  for  the  proper  and  efficient  opera- 
tion of  the  plan ; 

"(4)  provides  that  the  State  agency  will  make  such  reports,  in 
such  form  and  containing  such  information,  as  the  Secretary  may 
from  time  to  time  rermire,  and  comply  with  such  provisions  as  he 
may  from  time  to  time  find  necessary  to  assure  the  correctness  and 
verification  of  such  reports ; 

"(5)  provides  for  cooperation  with  medical,  health,  nursing, 
educational,  and  welfare  groups  and  organizations  and,  with  re- 
spect to  the  portion  of  the  plan  relating  to  services  for  crippled 
children,  with  any  agency  in  such  State  charged  with  administer- 
ing State  laws  providing  for  vocational  rehabilitation  of  physi- 
cally handicapped  children ; 

"(6)  provides  for  payment  of  the  reasonable  cost  (as  deter- 
mined in  accordance  with  standards  approved  by  the  Secretary 
and  included  in  the  plan)  of  inpatient  hospital  services  provided 
under  the  plan ; 

"(7)  provides,  with  respect  to  the  portion  of  the  plan  relating 
to  services  for  crippled  children,  for  early  identification  of  chil- 
dren in  need  of  health  care  and  services,  and  for  health  care  and 
treatment  needed  to  correct  or  ameliorate  defects  or  chronic  con- 
ditions discovered  thereby,  through  provision  of  such  periodic 
screening  and  diagnostic  services,  and  such  treatment,  care  and 
other  measures  to  correct  or  ameliorate  defects  or  chronic  condi- 
tions, as  may  be  provided  in  regulations  of  the  Secretary; 

"(8)  effective  July  1,  1972,  provides  a  program  (carried  out 
directly  or  through  grants  or  contracts)  of  projects  described 
in  section  508  which  offers  reasonable  assurance,  particularly  in 
areas  with  concentrations  of  low-income  families,  of  satisfactorily 
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helping  to  reduce  the  incidence  of  mental  retardation  and  other 
handicapping  conditions  caused  by  complications  associated  with 
child  bearing  and  of  satisfactorily  helping  to  reduce  infant  and 
maternal  mortality ; 

"(9)  effective  July  1,  1972,  provides  a  program  (carried  out 
directly  or  through  grants  or  contracts)  of  projects  described  in 
section  509  which  offers  reasonable  assurance,  particularly  in  areas 
with  concentrations  of  low-income  families,  of  satisfactorily 
promoting  the  health  of  children  and  youth  of  school  or  preschool 
age; 

"(10)  effective  July  1,  1972,  provides  a  program  (carried  out 
directly  or  through  grants  or  contracts)  of  projects  described  in 
section  510  which  offers  reasonable  assurance,  particularly  in  areas 
with  concentrations  of  low-income  families,  of  satisfactorily 
promoting  the  dental  health  of  children  and  youth  of  school  or 
preschool  age ; 

"(11)  provides  for  carrying  out  the  purposes  specified  in  sec- 
tion 501; 

"(12)  provides  for  the  development  of  demonstration  services 
(with  special  attention  to  dental  care  for  children  and  family 
planning  services  for  mothers)  in  needy  areas  and  among  groups 
in  special  need, 

"(13)  provides  that,  where  payment  is  authorized  under  the 
plan  for  services  which  an  optometrist  is  licensed  to  perform,  the 
individual  for  whom  such  payment  is  authorized  may,  to  the  ex- 
tent practicable,  obtain  such  services  from  an  optometrist  licensed 
to  perform  such  services  except  where  such  services  are  rendered 
in  a  clinic,  or  another  appropriate  institution,  which  does  not  have 
an  arrangement  with  optometrists  so  licensed ;  and 

"  (14)  provides  that  acceptance  of  family  planning  services  pro- 
vided under  the  plan  shall  be  voluntary  on  the  part  of  the  individ- 
ual to  whom  such  Services  are  offered  and  shall  not  be  a  pre- 
requisite to  eligibility  for  or  the  receipt  of  any  service  under  the 

Elan. 
,  )  The  Secretary  shall  approve  any  plan  which  meets  the  require- 
ments of  subsection  (a). 

"payments 

"Sec.  506.  (a)  From  the  sums  appropriated  therefor  and  the  allot- 
ments available  under  section  503(1)  or  504(1),  as  the  case  may  be, 
the  Secretary  shall  pay  to  each  State  which  has  a  plan  approved  under 
this  title,  for  each  quarter,  beginning  with  the  quarter  commencing 
July  1,  1968,  an  amount,  which  shall  be  used  exclusively  for  carrying 
out  the  State  plan,  equal  to  one-half  of  the  total  sum  expended  during 
such  quarter  for  carrying  out  such  plan  with  respect  to  maternal  and 
child  health  services  and  services  for  crippled  children,  respectively. 

"(b)  (1)  Prior  to  the  beginning  of  each  quarter,  the  Secretary  shall 
estimate  the  amount  to  which  a  State  will  be  entitled  under  subsec- 
tion (a)  for  such  quarter,  such  estimates  to  be  based  on  (A)  a  report 
filed  by  the  State  containing  its  estimate  of  the  total  sum  to  be  ex- 
pended in  such  quarter  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  such  sub- 
section, and  stating  the  amount  appropriated  or  made  available  by 
the  State  and  its  political  subdivisions  for  such  expenditures  in  such 
quarter,  and  if  such  amount  is  less  than  the  State's  proportionate  share 
of  the  total  sum  of  such  estimated  expenditures,  the  source  or  sources 
from  which  the  difference  is  expected  to  be  derived,  and  (B)  such  other 
investigation  as  the  Secretary  may  find  necessary. 
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"(2)  The  Secretary  shall  then  pay  to  the  State,  in  such  installments 
as  he  may  determine,  the  amount  so  estimated,  reduced  or  increased 
to  the  extent  of  any  overpayment  or  underpayment  which  the  Secre- 
tary determines  was  made  under  this  section  to  such  State  for  any  prior 
quarter  and  with  respect  to  which  adjustment  has  not  already  been 
made  under  this  subsection. 

"(3)  Upon  the  making  of  an  estimate  by  the  Secretary  under  this 
subsection,  any  appropriations  available  for  payments  under  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  deemed  obligated. 

"(c)  The  Secretary  shall  also  from  time  to  time  make  payments  to 
the  States  from  their  respective  allotments  pursuant  to  section  503(2) 
or  504(2).  Payments  of  grants  under  sections  503(2),  504(2),  508, 
509,  510,  and  511,  and  of  grants,  contracts,  or  other  arrangements 
under  section  512,  may  be  made  in  advance  or  by  way  of  reimburse- 
ment, and  in  such  installments,  as  the  Secretary  may  determine;  and 
shall  be  made  on  such  conditions  as  the  Secretary  finds  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  section  involved. 

"(d)  The  total  amount  determined  under  subsections  (a)  and  (b) 
and  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  for  any  fiscal  year  ending  after 
June  30,  1968,  shall  be  reduced  by  the  amount  by  which  the  sum  ex- 
pended (as  determined  by  the  Secretary)  from  non-Federal  sources 
for  maternal  and  child  health  services  and  services  for  crippled  chil- 
dren for  such  year  is  less  than  the  sum  expended  from  such  sources  for 
such  services  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968.  In  the  case  of 
any  such  reduction,  the  Secretary  shall  determine  the  portion  thereof 
which  shall  be  applied,  and  the  manner  of  applying  such  reduction,  to 
the  amounts  otherwise  payable  from  allotments  under  section  503  or 
section  504. 

"(e)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  section,  no 
payment  shall  be  made  to  any  State  thereunder  from  the  allotments 
under  section  503  or  section  504  for  any  period  after  June  30,  1968, 
unless  the  State  makes  a  satisfactory  showing  that  it  is  extending  the 
provision  of  services,  including  services  for  dental  care  for  children 
and  family  planning  for  mothers,  to  which  such  State's  plan  applies  in 
the  State  with  a  view  to  making  such  services  available  by  July  1, 
1975,  to  children  and  mothers  in  all  parts  of  the  State. 

"operation  of  state  plans 

"Sec.  507.  If  the  Secretary,  after  reasonable  notice  and  opportunity 
for  hearing  to  the  State  agency  administering  or  supervising  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  State  plan  approved  under  this  title,  finds — 

"  ( 1 )  that  the  plan  has  been  so  changed  that  it  no  longer  com- 
plies with  the  provisions  of  section  505 ;  or 

"(2)  that  in  the  administration  of  the  plan  there  is  a  failure 
to  comply  substantially  with  any  such  provision ; 
the  Secretary  shall  notify  such  State  agency  that  further  payments 
will  not  be  made  to  the  State  (or,  in  his  discretion,  that  payments  will 
be  limited  to  categories  under  or  parts  of  the  State  plan  not  affected 
by  such  failure),  until  the  Secretary  is  satisfied  that  there  will  no 
longer  be  any  such  failure  to  comply.  Until  he  is  so  satisfied  he  shall 
make  no  further  payments  to  such  State  (or  shall  limit  payments  to 
categories  under  or  parts  of  the  State  plan  not  affected  by  such 
failure). 
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"special  project  grants  for  maternity  and  infant  care 

"Sec.  508.  (a)  In  order  to  help  reduce  the  incidence  of  mental  re- 
tardation and  other  handicapping  conditions  caused  by  complications 
associated  with  childbearing  and  to  help  reduce  infant  and  maternal 
mortality,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make,  from  the  sums  available 
under  clause  (B)  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section  502,  grants  to  the  State 
health  agency  of  any  State  and,  with  the  consent  of  such  agency,  to 
the  health  agency  of  any  political  subdivision  of  the  State,  and  to  any 
other  public  or  nonprofit  private  agency,  institution,  or  organization, 
to  pay  not  to  exceed  75  percent  of  the  cost  (exclusive  of  general  agency 
overhead)  of  any  project  for  the  provision  of — ■ 

"(1)  necessary  health  care  to  prospective  mothers  (including, 
after  childbirth,  health  care  to  mothers  and  their  infants)  who 
have  or  are  likely  to  have  conditions  associated  with  childbearing 
or  are  in  circumstances  which  increase  the  hazards  to  the  health  of 
the  mothers  or  their  infants  (including  those  which  may  cause 
physical  or  mental  defects  in  the  infants) ,  or 

"(2)  necessary  health  care  to  infants  during  their  first  year  of 
life  who  have  any  condition  or  are  in  circumstances  which  increase 
the  hazards  to  their  health,  or 
"(3)  family  planning  services, 
but  only  if  the  State  or  local  agency  determines  that  the  recipient  will 
not  otherwise  receive  such  necessary  health  care  or  services  because 
he  is  from  a  low-income  family  or  for  other  reasons  beyond  his  control. 
Acceptance  of  family  planning  services  provided  under  a  project  un- 
der this  section  (and  section  512)  shall  be  voluntary  on  the  part  of  the 
individual  to  whom  such  services  are  offered  and  shall  not  be  a  pre- 
requisite to  the  eligibility  for  or  the  receipt  of  any  service  under  such 
project. 

"(b)  No  grant  may  be  made  under  this  section  for  any  project  for 
any  period  after  June  30, 1972. 

"special  project  grants  for  health  of  school  and  preschool 

children 

"Sec.  509.  (a)  In  order  to  promote  the  health  of  children  and 
youth  of  school  or  preschool  age,  particularly  in  areas  with  concen- 
trations of  low-income  families,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make, 
from  the  sums  available  under  clause  (B)  of  paragraph  (1)  of  sec- 
tion 502,  grants  to  the  State  health  agency  of  any  State  and  (with 
the  consent  of  such  agency)  to  the  health  agency  of  any  political 
subdivision  of  the  State,  to  the  State  agency  of  the  State  administer- 
ing or  supervising  the  administration  of  the  State  plan  approved 
under  section  505,  to  any  school  of  medicine  (with  appropriate  par- 
ticipation by  a  school  of  dentistry),  and  to  any  teaching  hospital 
affiliated  with  such  a  school,  to  pay  not  to  exceed  75  percent  of  the 
cost  of  projects  of  a  comprehensive  nature  for  health  care  and  services 
for  children  and  youth  of  school  age  or  for  preschool  children  (to 
help  them  prepare  to  start  school).  No  project  shall  be  eligible  for 
a  grant  under  this  section  unless  it  provides  (1)  for  the  coordination 
of  health  care  and  services  provided  under  it  with,  and  utilization 
(to  the  extent  feasible)  of,  other  State  or  local  health,  welfare,  and 
education  programs  for  such  children,  (2)  for  payment  of  the  rea- 
sonable cost  (as  determined  in  accordance  with  standards  approved 
by  the  Secretary)  of  inpatient  hospital  services  provided  under  the 
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project,  and  (3)  that  any  treatment,  correction  of  defects,  or  aftercare 
provided  under  the  project  is  available  only  to  children  who  would 
not  otherwise  receive  it  because  they  are  from  low-income  families 
or  for  other  reasons  beyond  their  control;  and  no  such  project  for 
children  and  youth  of  school  age  shall  be  considered  to  be  of  a  com- 
prehensive nature  for  purposes  of  this  section  unless  it  includes 
(subject  to  the  limitation  in  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  sentence) 
at  least  such  screening,  diagnosis,  preventive  services,  treatment, 
correction  of  defects,  and  aftercare,  both  medical  and  dental,  as  may 
be  provided  for  in  regulations  of  the  Secretary. 

"(b)  No  grant  may  be  made  under  this  section  for  any  project 
for  any  period  after  June  30,  1972. 

"special  project  grants  for  dental  health  of  children 

"Sec.  510.  (a)  In  order  to  promote  the  dental  health  of  children 
and  youth  of  school  or  preschool  age,  particularly  in  areas  with  con- 
centrations of  low-income  families,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
make  grants,  from  the  sums  available  under  clause  (B)  of  paragraph 
(1)  of  section  502,  to  the  State  health  agency  of  any  State  and  (with 
the  consent  of  such  agency)  to  the  health  agency  of  any  political 
subdivision  of  the  State,  and  to  any  other  public  or  nonprofit  private 
agency,  institution,  or  organization,  to  pay  not  to  exceed  75  percent 
or  the  cost  of  projects  of  a  comprehensive  nature  for  dental  care  and 
services  for  children  and  youth  of  school  age  or  for  preschool  children. 
No  project  shall  be  eligible  for  a  grant  under  this  section  unless  it 
provides  that  any  treatment,  correction  of  defects,  or  aftercare  pro- 
vided under  the  project  is  available  only  to  children  who  would  not 
otherwise  receive  it  because  they  are  from  low-income  families  or  for 
other  reasons  beyond  their  control,  and  unless  it  includes  (subject  to 
the  limitation  of  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  sentence)  at  least 
such  preventive  services,  treatment,  correction  of  defects,  and  after 
care,  for  such  age  groups,  as  may  be  provided  in  regulations  of  the 
Secretary.  Such  projects  may  also  include  research  looking  toward  the 
development  of  new  methods  of  diagnosis  or  treatment,  or  demon- 
stration of  the  utilization  of  dental  personnel  with  various  levels  of 
training. 

"(b)  No  grant  may  be  made  under  this  section  for  any  project  for 
any  period  after  June  30,  1972. 

"training  of  personnel 

"Sec.  511.  From  the  sums  available  under  clause  (C)  of  paragraph 
(1)  or  clause  (B)  of  paragraph  (2)  of  section  502,  the  Secretary  is 
authorized  to  make  grants  to  public  or  nonprofit  private  institutions 
of  higher  learning  for  training  personnel  for  health  care  and  related 
services  for  mothers  and  children,  particularly  mentally  retarded 
children  and  children  with  multiple  handicaps.  In  making  such 
grants,  the  Secretary  shall  give  special  attention  to  programs  pro- 
viding training  at  the  undergraduate  level. 

"research  projects  relating  to  maternal  and  child  health  services 
and  crippled  children's  services 

"Sec.  512.  From  the  sums  available  under  clause  (C)  of  paragraph 
(1)  or  clause  (B)  of  paragraph  (2)  of  section  502,  the  Secretary  is 
authorized  to  make  grants  to  or  jointly  financed  cooperative  arrange- 
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ments  with  public  or  other  nonprofit  institutions  of  higher  learning, 
and  public  or  nonprofit  private  agencies  and  organizations  engaged 
in  research  or  in  maternal  and  child  health  or  crippled  children's  pro- 
grams, and  contracts  with  public  or  nonprofit  private  agencies  and 
organizations  engaged  in  research  or  in  such  programs,  for  research 
projects  relating  to  maternal  and  child  health  services  or  crippled 
children's  services  which  show  promise  of  substantial  contribution  to 
the  advancement  thereof.  Effective  with  respect  to  grants  made  and 
arrangements  entered  into  after  June  30,  1968,  (1)  special  emphasis 
shall  be  accorded  to  projects  which  will  help  in  studying  the  need 
for,  and  the  feasibility,  costs,  and  effectiveness  of,  comprehensive 
health  care  programs  in  which  maximum  use  is  made  of  health  per- 
sonnel with  varying  levels  of  training,  and  in  studying  methods  of 
training  for  such  programs,  and  ('2)  grants  under  this  section  may 
also  include  funds  for  the  training  of  health  personnel  for  work  in 
such  projects. 

"administration 

"Sec.  513.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
shall  make  such  studies  and  investigations  as  will  promote  the  efficient 
administration  of  this  title. 

"(b)  Such  portion  of  the  appropriations  for  grants  under  section 
501  as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  but  not  exceeding  one-half  of 
1  percent  thereof,  shall  be  available  for  evaluation  by  the  Secretary 
(directly  or  by  grants  or  contracts)  of  the  programs  for  which  such 
appropriations  are  made  and,  in  the  case  of  allotments  from  any  such 
appropriation,  the  amount  available  for  allotments  shall  be  reduced 
accordingly. 

"(c)  Any  agency,  institution,  or  organization  shall,  if  and  to  the 
extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  as  a  condition  to  receipt  of  grants 
under  this  title,  cooperate  with  the  State  agency  administering  or 
supervising  the  administration  of  the  State  plan  approved  under  title 
42  use  1396-        XIX  in  the  provision  of  care  and  services,  available  under  a  plan  or 
1396d.  project  under  this  title,  for  children  eligible  therefor  under  such  plan 

Ante,  pp.  903-     approved  under  title  XIX. 

908. 

"definition 

"Sec.  514.  For  purposes  of  this  title,  a  crippled  child  is  an  indi- 
vidual under  the  age  of  21  who  has  an  organic  disease,  defect,  or  con- 
dition which  may  hinder  the  achievement  of  normal  growth  and 
development. 

"observance  of  religious  beliefs 

"Sec.  515.  Nothing  in  this  title  shall  be  construed  to  require  any 
State  which  has  any  plan  or  program  approved  under,  or  receiving 
financial  support  under,  this  title  to  compel  any  person  to  undergo 
any  medical  screening,  examination,  diagnosis,  or  treatment  or  to  ac- 
cept any  other  health  care  or  services  provided  under  such  plan  or 
program  for  any  purpose  (other  than  for  the  purpose  of  discovering 
and  preventing  the  spread  of  infection  or  contagious  disease  or  for 
the  purpose  of  protecting  environmental  health),  if  such  person  ob- 
jects (or,  in  case  such  person  is  a  child,  his  parent  or  guardian  ob- 
jects) thereto  on  religious  grounds." 


81  STAT.  929 


January  2,  1968  -  109  -  Pub.  Law  90-248 

CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS 

Sec.  302.  (a)  Section  1905(a)(4)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  79  stat.  351. 
amended  by  inserting  "(A)"  after  "(4)",  and  by  inserting  before  the  42  use  1396d. 
semicolon  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  "(B)  effective  July  1, 
1969,  such  early  and  periodic  screening  and  diagnosis  of  individuals 
who  are  eligible  under  the  plan  and  are  under  the  age  of  21  to  ascer- 
tain their  physical  or  mental  defects,  and  such  health  care,  treatment, 
and  other  measures  to  correct  or  ameliorate  defects  and  chronic  con- 
ditions discovered  thereby,  as  may  be  provided  in  regulations  of  the 
Secretary". 

(b)  Section  1902(a)  (11)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "(A)"  42  use  1396a, 
after  "(11)",  and  by  inserting  before  the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following:  ",  and  (B)  effective  July  1,  1969,  provide,  to  the  extent 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  for  entering  into  agreements,  with  any 
agency,  institution,  or  organization  receiving  payments  for  part  or  all 
of  the  cost  of  plans  or  projects  under  title  V,  (i)  providing  for  uti-  Ante,  p.  921, 
lizing  such  agency,  institution,  or  organization  in  furnishing  care  and 
serv  ices  which  are  available  under  such  plan  or  project  under  title  V 
and  which  are  included  in  the  State  plan  approved  under  this  section 
and  (ii)  making  such  provision  as  may  be  appropriate  for  reimburs- 
ing such  agency,  institution,  or  organization  for  the  cost  of  any  such 
care  and  services  furnished  any  individual  for  which  payment  would 
otherwise  be  made  to  the  State  with  respect  to  him  under  section 

1903".  42  USC  1396b. 


19  68   AUTHORIZATION  FOR  MATERNITY  AND  INFANT  CARE  PROJECTS 


Sec.  303.  Section  531(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by   77  stat.  274. 
striking  out  "and  $30,000,000  for  each  of  the  next  three  fiscal  years""  42  use  729. 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$30,000,000  for  each  of  the  next  2  fiscal 
years,  and  $35,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968". 


USE  OF  SUBPROFESSIONAL  STAFF  AND  VOLUNTEERS 


Sec.  304.  (a)  Section  505(a)(3)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (as 
added  by  section  301  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  "provides"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "pro- 
vides (A)"; 

(2)  adding  at  the  end  before  the  semicolon  the  following :  "and 
(B)  provides  for  the  training  and  effective  use  of  paid  subprofes- 
sional  staff,  with  particular  emphasis  on  the  full-time  or  part-time 
employment  of  persons  of  low  income,  as  community  service  aides, 
in  the  administration  of  the  plan  and  for  the  use  of  nonpaid  or 
partially  paid  volunteers  in  providing  services  and  in  assisting  any 
advisory  committees  established  by  the  State  agency". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  this  section  shall  become  effective 
July  1,  1969,  or,  if  earlier  (with  respect  to  a  State)  on  the  date  as 
of  which  the  modification  of  the  State  plan  to  comply  with  such  amend- 
ment is  approved. 


EXTENSION  OF  DUE  DATE  FOR  CHILD  MENTAL  HEALTH  REPORT 


Sec.  305.  Section  231  (d)  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1965 
(Public  Law  89-97)  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  word  "two"  and  79  stat.  360. 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "three".  42  use  242b 

note. 
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81  STAT.  930  

SHORT  TITLE 


Citation  of  Sec.  306.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Child  Health  Act  of  1967". 

title, 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

SOCIAL  WORK  MANPOWER  AND  TRAINING 

49  sta+.  635}  Sec.  401.  Title  VII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
79  stat,, "339.      at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

42  USC  901-907. 

"GRANTS  FOR  EXPANSION  AND  DEVELOPMENT  OF  UNDERGRADUATE 
AND   GRADUATE  PROGRAMS 


"Graduate 
school  of 
social  ■work." 


"Accredited." 


"Nonprofit." 


"Sec.  707.  (a)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  $5,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  $5,000,000  for  each  of 
the  three  succeeding  fiscal  years,  for  grants  by  the  Secretary  to  public 
or  nonprofit  private  colleges  and  universities  and  to  accredited  grad- 
uate schools  of  social  work  or  an  association  of  such  schools  to  meet 
part  of  the  costs  of  development,  expansion,  or  improvement  of 
(respectively)  undergraduate  programs  in  social  work  and  programs 
for  the  graduate  training  of  professional  social  work  personnel, 
including  the  costs  of  compensation  of  additional  faculty  and  admin- 
istrative personnel  and  minor  improvements  of  existing  facilities.  Not 
less  than  one-half  of  the  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  under 
the  authority  of  this  subsection  shall  be  used  by  the  Secretary  for 
grants  with  respect  to  undergraduate  programs. 

"(b)  In  considering  applications  for  grants  under  this  section,  the 
Secretary  shall  take  into  account  the  relative  need  in  the  States  for 
personnel  trained  in  social  work  and  the  effect  of  the  grants  thereon. 

"(c)  Payment  of  grants  under  this  section  may  be  made  (after 
necessary  adjustments  on  account  of  previously  made  overpayments 
or  underpayments)  in  advance  or  by  way  of  reimbursement,  and  on 
such  terms  and  conditions  and  in  such  installments,  as  the  Secretary 
may  determine. 

"(d)  For  purposes  of  this  section — 

"(1)  the  term  'graduate  school  of  social  work'  means  a  de- 
partment, school,  division,  or  other  administrative  unit,  in  a 
public  or  nonprofit  private  college  or  university,  which  provides, 
primarily  or  exclusively,  a  program  of  education  in  social  work 
and  allied  subjects  leading  to  a  graduate  degree  in  social  work; 

"(2)  the  term  'accredited'  as  applied  to  a  graduate  school  of 
social  work  refers  to  a  school  which  is  accredited  by  a  body  or 
bodies  approved  for  the  purpose  by  the  Commissioner  of  Educa- 
tion or  with  respect  to  which  there  is  evidence  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  that  it  will  be  so  accredited  within  a  reasonable  time; 
and 

"(3)  the  term  'nonprofit'  as  applied  to  any  college  or  univer- 
sity refers  to  a  college  or  university  which  is  a  corporation  or  asso- 
ciation, or  is  owned  and  operated  by  one  or  more  corporations  or 
associations,  no  part  of  the  net  earnings  of  which  inures,  or  may 
lawfully  inure,  to  the  benefit  of  any  private  shareholder  or 
individual." 
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INCENTIVES  FOR  ECONOMY  WHILE  MAINTAINING  OR  IMPROVING  QUALITY 
IN  THE  PROVI8ION  OF  HEALTH  SERVICES 

Sec.  402.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
is  authorized  to  develop  and  engage  in  experiments  under  which 
physicians  who  would  otherwise  be  entitled  to  receive  payment  on  the 
basis  of  reasonable  charge,  and  organizations  and  institutions  which    81  stat.  930 
would  otherwise  be  entitlea  to  reimbursement  or  payment  on  the  basis    81  stat.  931 
of  reasonable  cost,  for  services  provided — 

(1)  under  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  42  use  1395. 

(2)  under  a  State  plan  approved  under  title  XIX  of  such 

Act,  or  42  USC  1396. 

(3)  under  a  plan  developed  under  title  V  of  such  Act,  mr*  PP*  9°3" 
and  which  are  selected  by  the  Secretary  in  accordance  with  regulations  9„ 

established  by  the  Secretary,  would  be  reimbursed  or  paid  in  any   '  p*  * 

manner  mutually  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary  and  the  physician, 
organization,  or  institution.  The  method  of  payment  (in  the  case  of 
physicians)  or  reimbursement  (in  the  case  of  an  organization  or  in- 
stitution) which  may  be  applied  in  such  experiments  shall  be  such  as 

the  Secretary  may  select  and  may  be  based  on  charges  or  costs  ad- 
justed by  incentive  factors  and  may  include  specific  incentive  pay- 
ments or  reductions  of  payments  for  the  performance  of  specific  ac- 
tions but  in  any  case  shall  be  such  as  he  determines  may,  through  ex- 
periment, be  demonstrated  to  have  the  effect  of  increasing  the  ef- 
ficiency and  economy  of  health  services  through  the  creation  of  addi- 
tional incentives  to  these  ends  without  adversely  affecting  the  quality 
of  such  services. 

(b)  In  the  case  of  any  experiment  under  subsection  (a),  the  Sec- 
retary may  waive  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  titles  XVIII, 
XIX,  and  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act  insofar  as  such  requirements 
relate  to  reimbursement  or  payment  on  the  basis  of  reasonable  cost,  or 
(in  the  case  of  physicians)  on  the  basis  of  reasonable  charge;  and 
costs  incurred  in  such  experiment  in  excess  of  the  costs  which  would 
otherwise  be  reimbursed  or  paid  under  such  titles  may  be  reimbursed 
or  paid  to  the  extent  that  such  waiver  applies  to  them  (with  such  ex- 
cess being  borne  by  the  Secretary).  No  experiment  shall  be  engaged 
in  or  developed  under  subsection  (a)  until  the  Secretary  obtains  the 
advice  and  recommendations  of  specialists  who  are  competent  to  evalu- 
ate the  proposed  experiment  as  to  the  soundness  of  its  objectives,  the 
possibilities  of  securing  productive  results,  the  adequacy  of  resources 
to  conduct  the  proposed  experiment,  and  its  relationship  to  other  simi- 
lar experiments  already  completed  or  in  process. 

(c)  Section  1875(b)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  in-    79  stat.  332. 
sorting  after  "under  parts  A  and  B"  the  following:  "(including  the    42  use  139511. 
experimentation  authorized  by  section  402  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1967) ". 


CHANGES  TO  REFLECT  CODIFICATION  OF  TITLE  5,  UNITED  STATES  CODE 

Sec.  403.  (a)  (1)  Section  210(a)  (6)  (C)  (iv)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "under  section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  4,    42  USc  410, 
1947"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "under  section  5351(2)  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code",  and  by  striking  out  " ;  5  U.S.C.,  sec.  1052". 

(2)  Section  210(a)  (6)  (C)  (vi)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"subchapter  III  of  chapter  83  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,". 
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42  use  410.  (3)  Section  210(a)  (7)  (D)  (ii)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

out  "under  section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  4, 1947"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "under  section  5351(2)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code",  and  by 
striking  out  " ;  5  U.S.C.  1052". 
42  use  415.  (b)  Section  215  (h)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  "of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "of  subchapter  III  of  chapter  83  of  title 
81  stat.  931  5,  United  States  Code,";  and 

81  stat.  932  (2)  by  striking  out  "under  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act" 

and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "under  subchapter  III  of  chapter  83 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code,". 

42  use  417.  (c)(l)  Section  217(f)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  of  May 
29,  1930,  as  amended,"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subchapter 
III  of  chapter  83  of  title  5,  United  States  Code," ;  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "such  Act  of  May  29,  1930,  as  amended," 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  subchapter  III". 

(2)  Section  217(f)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  of  May  29,  1930,  as  amended,"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "subchapter  III  of  chapter  83  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,". 

42  use  907.  (d)  (1)  Section  706(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "the 

civil  service  laws"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  provisions  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code,  governing  appointments  in  the  competitive 
service". 

(2)  Section  706(c)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "sec- 
tion 5  of  the  Administrative  Expenses  Act  of  1946  (5  US.C.  73b-2)" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code,". 

42  use  1314.  (e)  (1)  Section  1114(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "the 

civil-service  laws"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  provisions  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code,  governing  appointments  in  the  competitive 
service". 

(2)  Section  1114(f)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "the 
civil-service  laws"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  provisions  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code,  governing  appointments  in  the  competitive 
service". 

(3)  Section  1114(g)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "sec- 
tion 5  of  the  Administrative  Expenses  Act  of  1946  (5  US.C.  73b-2)" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code.". 

42  use  1361.  (f)  (1)  Section  1501(a)  (6)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

"the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  of  1930"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "subchapter  III  of  chapter  83  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,". 

(2)  Section  1501(a)(9)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"under  section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  4,  1947"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "under  section  5351(2)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code",  and 
by  striking  out " ;  5  U.S.C.,  sec.  1052". 

42  use  1395s.  (g)  (1)  Section  1840(e)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

"the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  or  other  Act"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "subchapter  III  of  chapter  83  of  title  5,  United  States  Code, 
or  any  other  law". 

(2)  Section  1840(e)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"such  other  Act"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  other  law". 

79  stat.  333.  (h)  Section  103(b)  (3)  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1965 

42  use  426a.        is  amended — 
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(1)  by  striking  out  "the  Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits 
Act  of  1959"  in  subparagraph  (A)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"chapter  89  of  title  5,  United  States  Code" ;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "such  Act"  in  subparagraph  (C)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "such  chapter". 

(1)  (1)  Section  3121(b)  (6)  (C)  (iv)  of  the  Internal  Kevenue  Code 

of  1954  is  amended  by  striking  out  "under  section  2  of  the  Act  of   68  Stat.  1092. 
August  4,  1947"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "under  section  5351  (2)    81  STAT.  932 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code",  and  by  striking  out  ";  5  U.S.C.,  sec.    81  stat.  933 
1052". 

(2)  Section  3121(b)  (6)  (C)  (vi)  of  such  Code  is  amended  by  strik-   70  stat.  840. 
ing  out  "the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"subchapter  III  of  chapter  83  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,". 

(3)  Section  3121(b)  (7)  (C)  (ii)  of  such  Code  is  amended  by  strik-  79  stat.  389. 
ing  out  "under  section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  4,  1947"  and  inserting 

in  lieu  thereof  "under  section  5351(2)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code  , 
and  by  striking  out " ;  5  U.S.C.  1052". 


MEANING  OF  SECRETARY 


Sec.  404.  As  used  in  the  amendments  made  by  this  Act  (unless  the  "Secretary." 
context  otherwise  requires),  the  term  "Secretary"  means  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 


STUDY  OF  RETIREMENT  TEST  AND  OF  DRUG  STANDARDS  AND  COVERAGE 

Sec.  405.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  study  (1)  the  existing  retirement  test  and 
proposals  for  the  modification  of  such  test  (including  proposals  for  an 
increase  in  old-age  insurance  benefit  amounts  on  account  of  delayed 
retirement),  (2)  quality  and  cost  standards  for  drugs  for  which  pay- 
ments are  made  under  the  Social  Security  Act,  and  (3)  the  coverage  42  use  1305. 
of  drugs  under  part  B  of  title  XVIII  of  such  Act.  42  use  1395J- 

(b)  On  or  before  January  1,  1969,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  l395w. 
the  President  and  the  Congress  a  report  which  shall  contain  his  find-   Report  to  Pres. 
ings  of  fact  and  any  conclusions  or  recommendations  he  may  have.       ldent  and  Con-. 

gress. 

TITLE  V— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

EXTENSION  OF  PERIOD  FOR  FILING  APPLICATION  FOR  EXEMPTION  BY 
MEMBERS  OF  RELIGIOUS  GROUPS  OPPOSED  TO  INSURANCE 

Sec.  501.  (a)  Section  1402(h)  (2)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  (relating  to  time  for  filing  applications  by  members  of  certain 
religious  faiths)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  79  stat.  391. 

"(2)  Time  for  filing  application. — For  purposes  of  this  sub- 
section, an  application  must  be  filed — 

"(A)  In  the  case  of  an  individual  who  has  self -employ- 
ment income  (determined  without  regard  to  this  subsection 
and  subsection  (c)(6))  for  any  taxable  year  ending  before  79  stat.  390, 
December  31,  1967,  on  or  before  December  31, 1968,  and 

"(B)  In  any  other  case,  on  or  before  the  time  prescribed 
for  filing  the  return  (including  any  extension  thereof)  for 
the  first  taxable  year  ending  on  or  after  December  31,  1967, 
for  which  he  has  self-employment  income  (as  so  determined), 
except  that  an  application  filed  after  such  date  but  on  or 
before  the  last  day  of  the  third  calendar  month  following 
the  calendar  month  in  which  the  taxpayer  is  first  notified  in 
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writing  by  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate  that  a  timely  appli- 
cation for  an  exemption  from  the  tax  imposed  by  this  chapter 
has  not  been  filed  by  him  shall  be  deemed  to  be  filed  timely." 
(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  with  re- 
spect to  taxable  years  beginning  after  December  31,  1950.  For  such 
68A  Stat.  353 j       purpose,  chapter  2  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  shall  be 
70  Stat.  845.        treated  as  applying  to  all  taxable  years  beginning  after  such  date. 
26  use  1401-  (c)  if  refund  or  credit  of  any  overpayment  resulting  from  the 

1403*  enactment  of  this  section  is  prevented  on  the  date  of  the  enactment 

81  stat.  933  of  this  Act  or  at  any  time  on  or  before  December  31,  1968,  by  the 

81  stat.  934  operation  of  any  law  or  rule  of  law,  refund  or  credit  of  such  overpay- 

ment may,  nevertheless,  be  made  or  allowed  if  claim  therefor  is  filed 
on  or  before  December  31,  1968.  No  interest  shall  be  allowed  or  paid 
on  any  overpayment  resulting  from  the  enactment  of  this  section. 

REFUND  OF  CERTAIN  OVERPAYMENTS  BY  EMPLOYEES  OF  HOSPITAL 
INSURANCE  TAX 

Sec.  502.  (a)  Section  6413(c)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
(relating  to  special  refunds  of  overpayments  of  certain  employment 
68A  stat.  797.       taxes)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph : 

"(3)  Applicability  with  respect  to  compensation  of  em- 
ployees SUBJECT  TO  THE  RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  TAX  ACT.  In  the 

case  of  any  individual  who,  during  any  calendar  year  after  1967, 
receives  wages  from  one  or  more  employers  and  also  receives 
compensation  which  is  subject  to  the  tax  imposed  by  section  3201 
73  stat.  28,  29.  or  3211,  such  compensation  shall,  solely  for  purposes  of  applying 

79  stat.  395.  paragraph  (1)  with  respect  to  the  tax  imposed  by  section  3101(b) , 

be  treated  as  wages  received  from  an  employer  with  respect  to 
which  the  tax  imposed  by  section  3101(b)  was  deducted." 

(b)  (1)  The  second  sentence  of  section  1402(b)  of  such  Code  (re- 
68A  stat.  3ud.       lating  to  definition  of  self-employment  income)  is  amended  (A)  by 

inserting  "(A)"  immediately  after  "  'wages'  ",  and  (B)  by  inserting 
immediately  before  the  period  the  following:  ",  and  (B)  includes,  but 
solely  with  respect  to  the  tax  imposed  by  section  1401(b),  compensa- 
tion which  is  subject  to  the  tax  imposed  by  section  3201  or  3211". 

(2)  The  amendments  made  by  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  effective  only 
with  respect  to  taxable  years  ending  on  or  after  December  31,  1968. 

(c)  (1)  Section  6051(a)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (re- 
68A  Stat.  747.       lating  to  requirement  of  receipts  for  employees)  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "section  3101  or  3402"  in  the  matter  pre- 
ceding jmragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "section  3101, 
3201,  or  3402"; 

(B)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (5),  and 
by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (6)  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  ",  and" ;  and 

(C)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (6)  the  following  new  para- 
graphs : 

"(7)  the  total'amount  of  compensation  with  respect  to  which 
the  tax  imposed  by  section  3201  was  deducted,  and 

"(8)  the  total  amount  deducted  as  tax  under  section  3201." 
79  stat.  337.  (2)  Section  6051(c)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  additional  require- 

ments) is  amended  by  striking  out  "section  3101"  in  the  second  sen- 
tence and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "sections  3101  and  3201". 

(3)  The  amendments  made  by  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  shall  apply 
in  respect  of  remuneration  paid  after  December  31,  1967. 


January  2,  1968 


-  115  -         Pub.  Law  90-248 


EXTENSION  OF  TIME  TO  PROVIDE  ASSISTANCE  FOR  UNITED  STATES  CITIZENS 
RETURNED  FROM  FOREIGN  COUNTRIES 

Sec.  503.  Section  1113(d)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  Ante,  p.  94. 
striking  out  "1968"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1969". 

EXCLUSION  FROM  DEFINITION  OF  WAGES  OF  CERTAIN  RETIREMENT,  ETC., 
PAYMENTS  UNDER  EMPLOYER-ESTABLISHED  PLANS 

Sec  504.  (a)  Section  3121(a)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
(definition  of  wages)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  68A  Stat.  417; 
paragraph  (11),  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  79  Stat.  383. 
(12)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  or",  and  by  adding  at  the  end  \ 
thereof  the  following  new  paragraph :  \ 

"(13)  any  payment  or  series  of  payments  by  an  employer  to  an    \   81  stat.  934 
employee  or  any  of  his  dependents  which  is  paid —  81  STAT«  935 

"(A)  upon  or  after  the  termination  of  an  employee's  em- 
ployment relationship  because  of  (i)  death,  (ii)  retirement 
for  disability,  or  (iii)  retirement  after  attaining  an  age  spec- 
ified in  the  plan  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (B)  or  in  a  pen- 
sion plan  of  the  employer,  and 

"(B)  under  a  plan  established  by  the  employer  which  makes 
provision  for  his  employees  generally  or  a  class  or  classes  of 
his  employees  (or  for  such  employees  or  class  or  classes  of 
employees  and  their  dependents), 
other  than  any  such  payment  or  series  of  payments  which  would 
have  been  paid  if  the  employee's  employment  relationship  had 
not  been  so  terminated." 

(b)  Section  3306(b)  of  such  Code  (definition  of  wages)  is  amended  68A  stat.  447j 
by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (8),  by  striking  out  the  78  Stat.  1077. 
period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (9)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "; 

or",  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph  : 
"(10)  any  payment  or  series  of  payments  by  an  employer  to  an 
employee  or  any  of  his  dependents  which  is  paid — 

"(A)  upon  or  after  the  termination  of  an  employee's 
employment  relationship  because  of  (i)  death,  (ii)  retirement 
for  disability,  or  (iii)  retirement  after  attaining  an  age  spec- 
ified in  the  plan  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (B)  or  in  a 
pension  plan  of  the  employer,  and 

"(B)  under  a  plan  established  by  the  employer  which 
makes  provision  for  his  employees  generally  or  a  class  or 
classes  of  his  employees  (or  for  such  employees  or  class  or 
classes  of  employees  and  their  dependents) , 
other  than  any  such  payment  or  series  of  payments  which  would 
have  been  paid  if  the  employee's  employment  relationship  had  not 
been  so  terminated." 

(c)  Section  209  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (definition  of  wages)  is    64  Stat.  492; 
amended  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  subsection  (k),  by  striking   79  stat.  382. 
out  the  period  at  the  end  of  subsection  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof   42  usc  409» 
";  or",  and  by  inserting  after  subsection  (1)  the  following  new  sub- 
section : 

"(m)  Any  payment  or  series  of  payments  by  an  employer  to  an 
employee  or  any  of  his  dependents  which  is  paid — 

"(1)  upon  or  after  the  termination  of  an  employee's  employ- 
ment relationship  because  of  (A)  death,  (B)  retirement  for 
disability,  or  (C)  retirement  after  attaining  an  age  specified  in 
the  plan  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)  or  in  a  pension  plan  of 
the  employer,  and 
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"(2)  under  a  plan  established  by  the  employer  which  makes 
provision  for  his  employees  generally  or  a  class  or  classes  of  his 
employees  (or  for  such  employees  or  class  or  classes  of  employees 
and  their  dependents) , 
other  than  any  such  payment  or  series  of  payments  which  would  have 
been  paid  if  the  employee's  employment  relationship  had  not  been 
so  terminated." 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  remuneration  paid  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
Approved  January  2,  1968. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  SIGNING 
STATEMENT  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 


This  coming  year  will  mark  one -third  of  a  century  since  Social  Security 
became  the  law  of  the  land. 

Because  of  Social  Security,  tens  of  millions  of  Americans  have  been  able 
to  stand  straighter  and  taller  —  unafraid  of  their  future. 

Social  Security  has  become  so  important  to  our  lives,  it  is  hard  to 
remember  that  when  it  was  first  proposed  it  was  bitterly  attacked — 
much  as  Medicare  was  attacked  and  condemned  before  it  came  into  being 
two  and  one -half  years  ago. 

Today,  for  the  second  time  in  thirty  months,  I  am  signing  into  law  a 
measure  that  will  further  strengthen  and  broaden  the  Social  Security 
System.    Measured  in  dollars  of  insurance  benefits,  the  bill  enacted 
into  law  today  is  the  greatest  stride  forward  since  Social  Security 
was  launched  in  1935. 

In  March,  2k  million  Americans  will  receive  increased  benefits  of  at 
least  13%.    In  the  years  to  come,  as  the  78  million  American  earners 
now  covered  by  Social  Security  become  eligible,  they  will  gain  even 
greater  benefits. 

--  For  a  retired  couple,  maximum  benefits  will  rise  from  $207  to 
$23U  and  ultimately  to  $323  per  month. 

—  Minimum  benefits  for  an  individual  will  be  increased  from  $kk 
to  $55  a  month. 

--  Outside  earnings  can  total  $1U0  a  month  with  no  reduction  in 
benefits. 

—  65,000  disabled  widows  and  175*000  children  will  receive 
benefits  for  the  first  time. 

—  Medicare  benefits  are  expanded  to  include  additional  days  of 
hospitalization. 

Combined,  the  Social  Security  amendments  of  1965  and  1967  bring  an 
average  dollar  increase  of  23$.    Medicare  protection  amounts  on  the 
average  to  an  additional  12%.    This  makes  total  increases  of  35$  in 
the  past  thirty  months. 
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When  the  benefit  checks  go  out  next  March,  one  million  more  people  will 
be  lifted  above  the  poverty  line .     This  means  that  9  million  people  will 
have  risen  above  the  poverty  line  since  the  beginning  of  196U. 

Social  Security  benefits  are  not  limited  to  the  poor.     They  go  to 
widows,  orphans,  and  the  disabled  who  without  them  would  be  reduced 
to  poverty.     They  relieve  an  awful  burden  from  the  young  who  would 
otherwise  have  to  divert  income  from  the  education  of  their  children 
to  take  care  of  their  parents. 

Franklin  Roosevelt's  vision  of  social  insurance  has  stood  the  test  of 
the  changing  times.    I  wish  I  could  say  the  same  for  our  nation's 
welfare  system. 

The  welfare  system  today  pleases  no  one.     It  is  criticized  by  liberals 
and  conservatives,  by  the  poor  and  the  wealthy,  by  social  workers  and 
politicians,  by  whites  and  by  Negroes  in  every  area  of  the  nation. 

My  recommendations  to  the  Congress  this  year  sought  to  make  basic 
changes  in  the  system. 

Some  of  these  recommendations  were  adopted.     They  include  a  work 
incentive  program,  incentives  for  earning,  day  care  for  children, 
child  and  maternal  health  services  and  family  planning  services.  I 
believe  these  changes  will  have  a  good  effect. 

Other  of  my  recommendations  were  not  adopted  by  the  Congress.  In 
their  place,  the  Congress  substituted  certain  severe  restrictions. 

I  am  directing  Secretary  Gardner  to  work  with  State  governments  so 
that  compassionate  safeguards  are  established  to  protect  deserving 
mothers  and  needy  children. 

The  welfare  system  in  America  is  outmoded  and  in  need  of  a  major 
change . 

I  am  announcing  today  the  appointment  of  a  Commission  on  Income 
Maintenance  Programs  to  look  into  all  aspects  of  existing  welfare 
and  related  programs  and  to  make  just  and  equitable  recommendations 
for  constructive  improvements,  wherever  needed  and  indicated.  We 
must  examine  any  and  every  plan,  however  unconventional,  which  could 
promise  a  constructive  advance  in  meeting  the  income  needs  of  all 
the  American  people. 

That  Commission  of  distinguished  Americans  will  be  chaired  by  Ben  W. 
Heineman,  Chairman  of  the  Board,  Chicago  and  Northwestern  Railroads. 
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Its  membership  will  include  Messrs.  Thomas  J.  Watson,  Jr.,  Chairman 
of  the  Board,  IBM  Corporation,  Donald  C.  Burnham,  President, 
Westinghou.se  Electric  Corp.,  James  W.  Aston,  President,  Republic 
National  Bank,  Dallas,  Texas,  Asa  T.  Spaulding,  recently  retired 
President  North  Carolina  Mutual  Life  Company,  Durham,  North  Carolina, 
Henry  S.  Rowen,  President,  Rand  Corporation,  Santa  Monica,  Calif., 
George  E.  Reedy,  Jr.,  President,  Struthers  Research  and  Development 
Corporation,  Washington,  D.C.,  Anna  Rosenberg  Hoffman,  Public  and 
Industrial  Relations  Consultant,  New  York  City,  Julian  Samora, 
Professor  of  Sociology,  University  of  Notre  Dame,  Robert  M.  Solow, 
Professor  of  Economics,  MIT,  Edmund  G.  "Pat"  Brown,  partner,  law 
firm  Bell,  Hunt,  Hart  and  Brown  and  David  Sullivan,  General  President, 
Building  Service  Employees  International  Union,  New  York. 

Over  the  last  third  of  a  century  in  America  we  have  proved  that  people 
who  earn  their  living  can  make  their  lives  better  and  more  secure  if 
they  divert  part  of  their  incomes  to  protect  themselves  from  the 
twists  of  fortune  that  face  all  men.    Our  challenge  for  the  coming 
years  is  to  see  if  we  can  extend  that  same  human  insurance  and  human 
dignity  to  persons  who  are  not  able  to  buy  their  own  protection. 
Our  challenge  is  to  save  children. 


Financing  Basis  of  Old-Age,  Survivors,  and  Disability 
Insurance  and  Health  Insurance  Under  the  1967 
Amendments 


THE  AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  Social  Security 
Act  passed  in  1967  (Public  Law  90-248)  made 
several  changes  in  the  old-age,  survivors,  dis- 
ability, hospital,  and  supplementary  medical  in- 
surance system.1  Some  of  these  changes  affected 
significantly  the  actuarial  status  of  the  system. 
The  principles  used  to  determine  the  financing 
stability  of  the  program  were  not  altered,  how- 
ever. This  article  discusses  the  financial  effect 
of  these  changes,  as  well  as  the  actuarial  status 
of  the  system  after  the  amendments.  The  first 
part  of  the  article  deals  with  the  cash  benefits 
program,  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  in- 
surance (OASDI)  ;  the  second  part  pertains  to 
hospital  insurance  (HI)  and  the  third  to  supple- 
mentary medical  insurance  (SMI). 


OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY 
INSURANCE 

The  cost  aspects  of  any  proposed  changes  in 
the  OASDI  program  have  always  received  care- 
ful study  by  Congress.  In  the  1950  amendments, 
Congress  expressed  its  conviction  that  the  pro- 
gram should  be  completely  self-supporting  from 
the  contributions  of  covered  individuals  and  em- 
ployers, and  it  repealed  the  provision  permitting 
appropriations  to  the  system  from  the  general 
revenue  of  the  Treasury.  In  all  major  legislation 
since  1950,  including  the  1967  amendments,  Con- 
gress has  indicated  the  intent  that  the  tax  sched- 
ule make  the  program  as  self-supporting  as  pos- 
sible and  actuarially  sound. 

Actuarial  soundness  does  not  have  precisely 
the  same  meaning  for  OASDI  as  for  private  in- 
surance companies  and,  to  some  extent,  for  private 

*  Mr.  Myers  is  the  Chief  Actuary  of  the  Social  Security 
Administration,  and  Mr.  Bayo  is  the  Deputy  Chief  Ac- 
tuary. 

1  For  a  summary  and  legislative  history  of  the  1967 
amendments,  see  pages  3-19  of  this  issue. 
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pension  plans.  With  respect  to  individual  insur- 
ance, the  private  insurance  company  to  be  actuar- 
ially sound  must,  in  general,  have  sufficient  funds 
on  hand  to  pay  off  all  accrued  liabilities  if  oper- 
ations are  terminated.  This  is  not  a  necessary 
basis  for  a  national  compulsory  social  insurance 
program,  nor  is  it  always  necessary  for  a  well- 
administered  private  pension  plan. 

The  national  program  can  be  expected  to  con- 
tinue indefinitely,  and  the  test  is  whether  the  ex- 
pected future  income  from  taxes  and  from  interest 
on  invested  assets  will  be  sufficient  to  meet  an- 
ticipated expenditures  for  benefits  and  adminis- 
trative costs.  Though  future  experience  may  vary 
from  the  actuarial  cost  estimates,  the  intent  that 
the  program  be  self-supporting  and  actuarially 
sound  can  be  expressed  in  law  by  a  contribution 
schedule  that,  according  to  the  intermediate-cost 
estimate,  brings  the  program  into  approximate 
balance. 

Following  the  recommendations  of  the  1963-64 
Advisory  Council  on  Social  Security  Financing, 
the  long-range  basis  of  the  financing  was  changed 
from  perpetuity  to  a  75-year  period.  Beginning 
with  the  year  1964,  all  estimates  have  been  pre- 
pared on  this  75 -year  basis. 


ACTUARIAL  BALANCE,  1950-67 

The  actuarial  balance  of  the  OASDI  system 
is  measured  in  relation  to  effective  taxable  pay- 
roll (referred  to  hereafter  as  "payroll").  "Pay- 
roll" means  the  total  earnings  of  all  covered 
workers,  reduced  to  take  into  account  both  the 
maximum  taxable  earnings  base  and  the  fact  that 
the  contribution  rate  for  the  self-employed  is 
lower  than  the  combined  employer-employee  rate. 
In  this  way,  the  actuarial  balance  of  the  system 
ie  expressed  as  an  equivalent  combined  employer- 
employee  tax  rate  on  earnings  not  in  excess  of 
the  maximum  taxable  base  and  represents  the 
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differences  between  the  benefit  costs  and  the  level 
contribution  rate. 

At  the  time  the  1952  amendments  were  passed, 
it  was  believed  that  the  1950-52  rise  in  earnings 
levels  would  offset  the  higher  cost  resulting  from 
the  benefit  liberalizations  and  that  the  actuarial 
balance  would  be  the  same  as  that  estimated  for 
the  1950  act  (table  1).  Cost  estimates  made  in 
1954  indicated,  however,  that  the  level-cost  (the 
average  long-range  cost,  based  on  discounting  at 
interest,  in  relation  to  payroll)  was  somewhat 
more  than  0.5  percent  of  payroll  higher  than  the 
level-equivalent  of  the  scheduled  taxes,  including 
allowance  for  interest  on  the  existing  trust  fund. 
The  actuarial  insufficiency  in  the  1952  act  was  sub- 
stantially reduced  by  the  1954  legislation,  which 
provided  for  an  increase  in  the  contribution  sched- 
ule that  also  met  all  the  additional  cost  of  the 
benefit  changes. 

The  estimates  for  the  1954  act  were  revised  in 
1956  to  take  into  account  the  rise  in  the  earnings 
level  since  1951  and  1952,  the  2-year  base  period 
that  had  been  used  for  the  earnings  assumption 
in  the  1954  estimates.  The  lack  of  actuarial  bal- 
ance under  the  1954  act  was  thus  reduced  to  the 
point  where,  for  all  practical  purposes,  it  was 
nonexistent.  Since  the  benefit  changes  made  by 
the  1956  amendments  were  fully  financed  by  the 
increased  contribution  income  provided,  the  pro- 
gram's actuarial  balance  was  not  affected. 

In  cost  estimates  made  in  early  1958,  the  pro- 
gram was  found  to  be  out  of  actuarial  balance  by 
somewhat  more  than  0.4  percent  of  payroll.  The 
large  number  of  retirements  among  the  groups 
newly  covered  by  the  1954  and  1956  legislation 
had  resulted  in  higher  benefit  expenditures  than 
those  estimated,  and  the  average  retirement  age 
had  dropped  significantly,  probably  in  part  be- 
cause of  the  liberalizations  of  the  retirement  test. 
The  1958  amendments  recognized  this  situation 
and  provided  additional  financing,  both  to  reduce 
the  lack  of  actuarial  balance  and  to  finance  cer- 
tain benefit  liberalizations. 

As  a  basis  for  the  revised  cost  estimates  made 
in  1958  for  the  disability  insurance  program, 
certain  modified  assumptions  that  recognized  the 
emerging  experience  were  made.  As  a  result,  the 
moderate  actuarial  surplus  originally  estimated 
was  increased  somewhat;  most  of  the  increase 
was  used  in  the  1958  amendments  to  finance  cer- 
tain benefit  liberalizations. 


Table  1. — Old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance: 
Actuarial  balance  under  various  acts  and  for  various  estimates, 
intermediate-cost  basis 

[Percent] 


Legislation 


1950  act    

1950  act    

1952  act    

1952  act    

1954  act   

1954  act    

1956  act   

1956  act_    

1958  act  

1958  act   

1960  act    

1961  act    

1961  act  

1961  act  (perpetuity  basis). 

1961  act  (75-year  basis)  

1965  act   ___ 

1965  act   _  ___ 

1967  act   _  


Date 
of 

estimate 


Level-equivalent 1 


Benefit 
costs  2 


Contri- 
butions 


Actuarial 
balance  8 


OASDI * 


1956  act   _  

1956  act  _   

1958  act   

1958  act  _.__  

1960  act  

1961  act  __   

1961  act  

1961  act  (perpetuity  basis) . 

1961  act  (75-year  basis)  

1965  act   

1965  act___  __  

1967  act    ___ 


1950 

6.20 

6.10 

-0.10 

1952 

5.49 

5.90 

+  .41 

1952 

6.00 

5.90 

-.10 

1954 

6.62 

6.05 

-.57 

1954 

7.50 

7.12 

-.38 

1956 

7.45 

7.29 

-.16 

1956 

7.85 

7.72 

-.13 

1958 

8.25 

7.83 

-.42 

1958 

8.76 

8.52 

-.24 

1960 

8.73 

8.68 

-.05 

1960 

8.98 

8.68 

-.30 

1961 

9.35 

9.05 

-.30 

1963 

9.33 

9.02 

-.31 

1964 

9.36 

9.12 

-.24 

1964 

9.09 

9.10 

+.01 

1965 

9.49 

9.42 

-.07 

1966 

8.76 

9.50 

+  .74 

1967 

9.72 

9.73 

+  .01 

OASI « 

1956 

7.43 

7.23 

-6.20 

1958 

7.90 

7.33 

-.57 

1958 

8.27 

8.02 

-.25 

1960 

8.38 

8.18 

-.20 

1960 

8.42 

8.18 

-.24 

1961 

8.79 

8.55 

-.24 

1963 

8.69 

8.52 

-.17 

1964 

8.72 

8.62 

-.10 

1964 

8.46 

8.60 

+  .14 

1965 

8.82 

8.72 

-.10 

1966 

7.91 

8.80 

+  .89 

1967 

8.77 

8.78 

+  .01 

1956  act    

1956  act  _  

1958  act   

1958  act  

1960  act   

1961  act   

1961  act__   

1961  act  (perpetuity  basis). 

1961  act  (75-year  basis)  

1965  act___   

1965  act    

1967  act   


DI  < 


1956 

0.42 

0.49 

+0.07 

1958 

.35 

.50 

+  .15 

1958 

.49 

.50 

+  .01 

1960 

.35 

.50 

+  .15 

1960 

.56 

.50 

-.06 

1961 

.56 

.50 

-.06 

1963 

.64 

.50 

-.14 

1964 

.64 

.50 

-.14 

1964 

.63 

.50 

-.13 

1965 

.67 

.70 

+  .03 

1966 

.85 

.70 

-.15 

1967 

.95 

.95 

.00 

1  Expressed  as  a  percentage  of  effective  taxable  payroll,  including  adjust- 
ment to  reflect  the  lower  contribution  rate  on  self-employment  income  and 
on  tips,  as  compared  with  the  combined  employer-employee  rate.  Estimates 
prepared  before  1964  are  on  a  perpetuity  basis,  while  those  prepared  after 
1964  are  on  a  75-year  basis.   The  estimates  prepared  in  1964  are  on  both  bases. 

1  Including  adjustments  (a)  for  the  interest  earnings  on  the  existing  trust 
fund,  (b)  for  administrative  expense  costs,  and  (c)  for  the  net  cost  of  the 
financial  interchange  with  the  railroad  retirement  system. 

5  A  negative  figure  indicates  the  extent  of  lack  of  actuarial  balance.  A 
positive  figure  indicates  more  than  sullicient  financing,  according  to  the 
particular  estimate. 

4  The  disability  insurance  program  was  inaugurated  in  the  1956  act  so 
that  all  figures  for  previous  legislation  are  for  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  program  only. 


The  cost  estimates  for  OASDI  were  reexamined 
at  the  beginning  of  1960  and  modified  in  certain 
respects.  The  earnings  assumption  was  changed 
to  reflect  the  1959  level,  and  revised  assumptions 
were  made  for  the  disability  insurance  portion 
of  the  program  on  the  basis  of  newly  available 
data.  It  was  found  that  the  number  of  persons 
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meeting  the  insured-status  conditions  for  dis- 
ability benefits  had  been  significantly  overesti- 
mated and  that  the  disability  incidence  rates 
with  respect  to  eligible  women  were  considerably 
lower  than  had  been  originally  estimated. 

The  changes  made  by  the  1961  amendments  in- 
volved higher  costs,  and  this  rise  was  fully  met 
by  changes  in  the  scheduled  contribution  rates. 
As  a  result  the  actuarial  balance  of  the  program 
remained  unchanged. 

Subsequently  the  cost  estimates  were  further 
reexamined  in  the  light  of  the  developing  experi- 
ence. The  average  amount  of  taxable  earnings 
was  moved  to  the  1963  level,  the  interest  rate  was 
increased  to  reflect  recent  experience  and  the 
retirement  rates  were  modified  upward  to  con- 
form to  the  experience.  The  disability  insurance 
portion  of  the  program  was  found  to  be  in  an 
unsatisfactory  financial  position  because  benefits 
were  not  being  terminated  by  death  or  recovery 
as  rapidly  as  had  been  originally  estimated.  At 
the  same  time  the  financing  of  the  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  portion  was  found  to  be  some- 
what improved. 

The  changes  made  by  the  1965  amendments  in- 
volved an  increased  cost  that  was  closely  met  by 
the  changes  in  their  financing  provisions  (namely, 
an  increase  in  the  contribution  schedule,  par- 
ticularly in  the  later  years,  and  an  increase  in 
the  earnings  base).  The  actuarial  balance  of  the 
total  program  remained  virtually  unchanged, 
while  a  reallocation  of  contributions  to  the  DI 
trust  fund  made  both  portions  of  the  program 
actuarially  sound. 

In  1966,  the  cost  estimates  for  the  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system  were  com- 
pletely revised,  on  the  basis  of  new  data  since 
the  last  evaluation  that  was  made  in  1963.  The 
new  estimates  showed  significantly  lower  costs 
for  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  portion 
of  the  system,  but  higher  costs  for  the  disability 
insurance  portion.  The  factors  leading  to  lower 
costs  were  as  follows:  (1)  1966  earnings  levels, 
instead  of  1963  ones;  (2)  an  interest  rate  of  3% 
percent  for  the  intermediate-cost  estimate,  instead 
of  3V2  percent;  (3)  an  assumption  of  greater 
future  participation  of  women  in  the  labor  force 
(resulting  in  reduction  in  the  cost  of  the  program 
because  of  the  "antiduplication  of  benefits''  pro- 
vision between  women's  primary  benefits  and 
wife's  or  widow's  benefits) ;  (4)  an  assumption 


of  less  improvement  in  future  mortality  than  had 
previously  been  assumed;  and  (5)  an  assumption 
that,  despite  a  significant  decline  in  future  fer- 
tility rates,  such  decline  would  not  occur  as  rap- 
idly as  had  been  assumed  previously. 

The  cost  of  the  disability  insurance  system  was 
estimated  to  be  significantly  higher,  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  assumed  disability  prevalence 
rates.  The  change  was  necessary  to  reflect  the 
substantially  larger  number  of  disability  bene- 
ficiaries coming  on  the  rolls  with  respect  to  dis- 
abilities occurring  in  1964  and  after.  This  ex- 
perience was  not  available  in  1965  when  the  cost 
estimates  for  the  legislation  of  that  year  were 
considered.2 

Both  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Finance,  in  reporting  on  the  1967 
legislation3  stated  their  belief  that  it  is  a  matter 
for  concern  if  the  OASDI  system  shows  any  sig- 
nificant actuarial  insufficiency— more  than  0.10 
percent  of  payroll.  (Before  the  change  to  a  75- 
year  basis,  this  limit  of  variation  was  taken  at 
0.30  percent.)  Whenever  the  actuarial  insuffi- 
ciency has  exceeded  the  accepted  limits,  any  sub- 
sequent liberalizations  in  benefit  provisions  have 
been  fully  financed  by  appropriate  changes  in  the 
tax  schedule  or  through  other  methods,  and  at 
the  same  time  the  actuarial  status  of  the  program 
has  been  improved.  The  changes  provided  in  the 
1967  amendments  are  in  conformity  with  these 
principles. 


BASIC  ASSUMPTIONS  FOR  COST  ESTIMATES 

Because  of  such  factors  as  the  aging  of  the 
population  and  the  slow  but  steady  growth  of 
the  benefit  rolls,  benefit  disbursements  may  be  ex- 
pected to  increase  continuously  for  at  least  the 
next  50-70  years.  Similar  factors  are  inherent 
in  any  retirement  program,  public  or  private,  that 
has  been  in  operation  for  a  relatively  short  period. 
Estimates  of  the  future  cost  of  the  OASDI  pro- 
gram are  also  affected  by  many  elements  that  are 


2  For  more  details  on  these  revised  cost  estimates  for 
the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system, 
see  Actuarial  Study  No.  63,  Office  of  the  Actuary,  Social 
Security  Administration,  January  1967. 

a  House  Report  No.  544  and  Senate  Report  No.  744, 
90th  Congress,  1st  session. 
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difficult  to  determine.  The  assumptions  used  in 
the  actuarial  cost  estimates  may  therefore  differ 
widely  and  yet  be  reasonable. 

The  long-range  estimates  are  presented  in  a 
range  to  indicate  plausible  variations  in  future 
costs.  Both  the  low-  and  high-cost  estimates  are 
based  on  high  economic  asumptions,  intended  to 
represent  close  to  full  employment,  with  average 
annual  earnings  at  about  the  1966  level.  The  inter- 
mediate-cost estimates,  developed  by  averaging 
the  low-  and  high-cost  estimates,  indicate  the 
basis  for  the  financing  provisions. 

Costs  are  shown,  in  general,  as  percentages  of 
payroll — the  best  measure  of  the  program's  finan- 
cial cost.  Dollar  figures  alone  are  misleading.  A 
higher  earnings  level,  for  example,  will  increase 
not  only  the  program's  outgo  but  also — and  to  a 
greater  extent — its  income,  with  the  result  that 
cost  in  relation  to  payroll  will  decrease. 

For  the  short  range  cost,  only  a  single  estimate 
is  considered  necessary.  A  gradual  rise  in  the 
earnings  level,  paralleling  that  of  the  past  few 
years,  is  assumed.  As  a  result,  contribution  in- 
come is  somewhat  higher  than  if  level  earnings 
were  assumed,  but  benefit  outgo  is  only  slightly 
affected. 

An  important  measure  of  long-range  cost  is 
the  equivalent  level  contribution  rate  required  to 
support  the  program  for  the  next  75  years,  based 
on  discounting  at  interest.  Adoption  of  such  a 
level  rate  would  result  in  relatively  large  accumu- 
lations in  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
trust  fund  and,  eventually,  sizable  income  from 
interest.  Even  though  such  a  method  of  financing 
is  not  followed,  the  concept  may  be  used  as  a  con- 
venient measure  of  long-range  costs,  especially  in 
comparing  various  possible  alternative  plans,  since 
it  takes  into  account  the  heavy  deferred  benefit 
costs. 

The  long-range  estimates  are  based  on  level- 
earnings  assumptions,  although  covered  payrolls 
are  assumed  to  rise  steadily  during  the  next  75 
years  with  the  growth  in  the  population  of  work- 
ing age.  If  in  the  future  the  earnings  level  should 
be  considerably  above  that  which  now  prevails, 
and  if  the  benefits  are  adjusted  upward  so  that 
the  annual  costs  in  relation  to  payroll  remain  the 
same  as  those  now  estimated  for  the  present  sys- 
tem, then  the  increased  dollar  outgo  that  results 
will  offset  the  increased  dollar  income.  This  is  an 
important  reason  for  considering  costs  in  relation 


to  payroll  rather  than  in  dollar  amounts.  Al- 
though a  rise  in  earnings  levels  has  characterized 
the  past,  the  long-range  estimates  have  not  taken 
the  possibility  of  such  a  rise  into  account.  If 
such  an  assumption  were  used,  along  with  the 
unlikely  assumption  that  the  benefits  would  not 
be  changed,  the  cost  in  relation  to  payroll  would, 
of  course,  be  lower. 

The  possibility  that  a  rise  in  earnings  levels 
will  produce  lower  costs  in  relation  to  payroll  is 
an  important  "safety  factor"  in  the  system's  finan- 
cial operations.  The  financing  of  the  system  is 
based  essentially  on  the  intermediate-cost  esti- 
mate, along  with  the  assumption  of  level  earn- 
ings; if  experience  follows  the  high-cost  assump- 
tion, additional  financing  will  be  necessary.  If 
covered  earnings  do  increase  in  the  future  as  in 
the  past,  the  resulting  reduction  in  program  costs 
(expressed  as  a  percentage  of  taxable  payroll) 
will  more  than  offset  the  higher  cost  under  ex- 
perience following  the  high-cost  estimate.  If  the 
latter  condition  prevails,  the  reduction  in  the 
relative  cost  of  the  program  coming  from  rising 
earnings  levels  can  be  used  to  maintain  the  actu- 
arial soundness  of  the  system,  and  any  remaining 
savings  can  be  used  to  adjust  benefits  upward 
(although  to  a  lesser  degree  than  the  increase  in 
the  earnings  level). 

If  benefits  are  adjusted  currently  to  keep  pace 
with  rising  earnings  trends  as  they  occur,  the 
year-by-year  costs  as  a  percentage  of  payroll 
would  be  unaffected.  The  level-premium  cost, 
however,  would  be  higher,  since  the  relative  im- 
portance of  the  interest  «arned  by  the  trust  funds 
would  gradually  diminish  with  the  passage  of 
time.  If  earnings  do  consistently  rise,  the  financ- 
ing basis  of  the  system  must  be  given  thorough 
consideration  because  the  proportion  of  the  bene- 
fit costs  met  by  the  interest  receipts  would  be  less 
than  anticipated  under  the  assumption  that  the 
earnings  level  would  not  rise. 

The  costs  of  OASDI  are  affected  by  amend- 
ments made  to  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  in 
1951.  Under  these  amendments,  railroad  retire- 
ment compensation  and  the  earnings  covered 
under  OASDI  are  combined  in  determining  ben- 
efits for  workers  with  fewer  than  10  years  of 
railroad  service  and  for  all  survivor  claimants. 
Under  the  financial  interchange  provisions 
adopted  at  the  same  time,  the  old-age  and  sur- 
vivors insurance  trust  fund  and  the  disability  in- 
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surance  fund  are  to  be  maintained  in  the  same 
financial  position  in  which  they  would  have  been 
if  railroad  employment  had  always  been  covered 
by  the  Social  Security  Act.  It  is  estimated  that 
in  the  long  run  the  net  effect  will  be  a  relatively 
small  loss  to  the  OASDI  system  since  the  reim- 
bursements from  the  railroad  retirement  system 
will  be  somewhat  smaller  than  the  net  additional 
benefits  paid  on  the  basis  of  railroad  earnings. 

Program  costs  are  also  affected  by  the  1956 
legislation  that  provided  for  reimbursement  from 
general  revenues  for  past  and  future  expenditures 
with  respect  to  the  noncontributory  credits  that 
had  been  granted  for  persons  in  military  service 
before  1957.  The  long-range  and  short-range 
cost  estimates  reflect  the  effect  of  these  reim- 
bursements (included  as  contributions). 

Under  the  1967  amendments,  individuals  in 
active  military  service  after  1967  will  receive 
additional  wage  credits  in  excess  of  their  cash 
pay  (but  within  the  maximum  creditable  earn- 
ings base)  in  recognition  of  their  remuneration 
that  is  payable  in  kind  (quarters  and  meals, 
for  example).  These  additional  credits  are,  in 
essence,  at  the  rate  of  $100  per  month.  The  addi- 
tional costs  that  arise  from  these  credits  are  to 
be  financed  from  general  revenues  on  an  "actual 
disbursements  cost"  basis. 

Under  the  amendments  passed  in  1966,  certain 
uninsured  individuals  aged  72  or  over  are  eligible 
to  receive  special  monthly  benefits.  The  cost  of 
these  benefits  to  the  trust  funds  (including  ad- 
ministrative expenses)  are  reimbursed  from  gen- 
eral revenues.  The  short-range  cost  estimates 
presented  in  this  article  reflect  these  transactions. 
Similarly,  they  reflect  the  transactions  with  re- 
spect to  the  noncontributory  additional  $100 
monthly  credits  for  post-1967  military  service. 
The  long-range  cost  estimates  do  not,  however, 
reflect  either  of  these  two  types  of  transactions. 
Because  of  the  full-cost  nature  of  the  reimburse- 
ment from  general  revenues,  neither  of  them  has 
any  long-range  effect  on  the  trust  funds. 


INTERMEDIATE-COST  ESTIMATES 

The  long-range  intermediate-cost  estimates  are 
developed  from  the  low-  and  high-cost  estimates 
by  averaging  the  dollar  estimates  and  then  devel- 
oping the  corresponding  estimates  in  relation  to 


payroll.  The  intermediate-cost  estimate  is  not 
presented  as  the  most  probable  estimate  but  rather 
as  a  convenient,  single  set  of  figures  to  use  for 
comparative  purposes. 

Because  Congress  believes  that  the  OASDI  pro- 
gram should  be  on  a  completely  self-supporting 
basis,  a  single  estimate  is  necessary  in  the  devel- 
opment of  a  tax  schedule.  No  schedule  can  be 
expected  to  obtain  exact  balance  between  contri- 
butions and  benefits.  Development  of  a  specific 
schedule  does,  however,  make  the  intention  clear, 
even  though  in  actual  practice  future  changes  in 
the  tax  schedule  may  be  required.  Similarly, 
exact  self-support  cannot  be  obtained  from  a 
specified  set  of  integral  or  rounded  fractional  tax 
rates  increasing  in  orderly  intervals,  but  this 
principle  of  self-support  is  aimed  at  as  closely 
as  possible. 

The  combined  employer-employee  rate  for 
OASDI  is  lower  under  the  1967  Act  than  under 
the  1965  Act  during  the  early  years  (1968-70) 
and  higher  thereafter  (table  2),  with  a  resulting 
average  increase  of  0.23  percent  of  taxable  pay- 
roll. The  increased  schedule  of  contributions  will 
be  applied  to  a  maximum  earnings  base  of  $7,800 
instead  of  the  $6,600  under  the  previous  law.  The 
allocation  to  the  disability  insurance  portion  of 
the  program  is  also  changed  by  the  1967  amend- 
ments, from  0.70  percent  of  taxable  payroll  to 
0.95  percent,  thus  improving  the  financial  situa- 
tion of  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund. 

The  interest  rate  used  in  the  latest  valuation 
of  the  1965  act  was  3.75  percent.  The  same  rate 
was  retained  for  the  cost  estimates  of  the  1967 
amendments. 

Table  3  traces  the  change  in  the  actuarial  bal- 
ance of  the  system  from  its  situation  under  the 
1965  act,  according  to  the  latest  estimate,  to  that 
under  the  1967  amendments,  by  type  of  major 
changes  involved. 


Table  2. — Old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance: 
Contribution  rate  schedule  under  the  acts  of  1965  and  1967 

[Percent] 


Calendar  year 

Combined  employer- 
employee  rate 

Self-employed 
rate 

1965  act 

1967  act 

1965  act 

1967  act 

1967   

7.8 

7.8 

5.9 

5.9 

1968   _  

7.8 

7.6 

5.9 

5.8 

1969-70   

8.8 

8.4 

6.6 

6.3 

1971-72   

8.8 

9.2 

6.6 

6.9 

1973  and  after  

9.7 

10.0 

7.0 

7.0 

(5) 


Table  3. — Old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
system:  Changes  in  actuarial  balance  expressed  in  terms  of 
estimated  level-cost  as  percentage  of  taxable  payroll,  by 
type  of  change,  intermediate-cost  estimate,  1965  act  and 
1967  act,  based  on  3.75  percent  interest 


[Percent] 


OASI 

DI 

Total 
system 

Actuarial  balance,  1965  act.  

Increase  in  earnings  base    — 

Earnings  test  liberalization   

Disabled  widow's  benefits  at  age  50  

Special  disability  insured  status  under  age 

31   ---  -  

+0.89 

-0.15 

+0.74 

+  .25 
-.06 
-.03 

(J) 

-.07 
-.95 
-.02 

+  .02 

(') 

(2) 

-.02 
(') 

-.10 
+  .25 

+  .27 
-.06 
-.03 

-.02 

-.07 
-1.05 
+  .23 

Liberalized  benefits  with  respect  to  women 

Benefit  formula  change  

Revised  contribution  schedule  

Total  effect  of  changes   

Actuarial  balance  under  1967  act   

-.88 

+  .15 

-.73 

+  .01 

.00 

+  .01 

1  Less  than  0.005  percent. 

2  Not  applicable  to  this  program. 


As  indicated  previously  and  as  shown  by  table 
1,  according  to  the  latest  cost  estimates  for  the 
1965  act,  there  was  a  very  favorable  actuarial  bal- 
ance in  the  combined  OASDI  system  of  0.74  per- 
cent of  taxable  payroll,  although  the  DI  portion 
had  a  significant  deficit  of  0.15  percent.  A  large 
part  of  the  liberalizations  contained  in  the  1967 
amendments  will  be  financed  by  this  favorable 
actuarial  balance.  The  remainder  will  be  financed 
by  the  increase  in  the  contribution  schedule  and 
by  the  increase  in  the  maximum  taxable  earnings 
base. 

It  is  significant  that  in  the  1950  law  and  in  all 
amendments  since  that  time,  Congress  did  not 
recommend  a  high,  level  tax  rate  in  the  future 
but  rather  an  increasing  schedule,  which,  of  nec- 
essity, ultimately  rises  higher  than  the  level  rate. 
Since  this  graded  tax  schedule  will  produce  a 
considerable  excess  of  income  over  outgo  for  many 
years,  a  sizable  trust  fund  will  develop ;  the  fund 
will,  however,  be  smaller  than  it  would  have 
been  under  a  level  tax  rate.  This  fund,  like  the 
trust  funds  of  the  civil-service  retirement,  rail- 
road retirement,  national  service  life  insurance, 
and  U.S.  Government  life  insurance  systems,  will 
be  invested  in  Government  securities.  The  result- 
ing interest  income  will  help  to  meet  part  of 
the  higher  benefit  costs  of  the  future. 

According  to  the  latest  intermediate-cost  esti- 
mate, the  level-premium  cost  of  the  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  benefits  (excluding  adminis- 
trative expenses  and  the  effect  of  interest  earn- 
ings on  the  existing  trust  fund)  under  the  1965 


Table  4.— Old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
system:  Estimated  level-cost  of  benefit  payments,  adminis- 
trative expenses,  and  interest  earnings  on  existing  trust  fund 
under  1967  act,  as  percentage  of  taxable  payroll,1  by  type  of 
benefit,  intermediate-cost  estimate  at  3.75  percent  interest 


[Percent] 


Item 

OASI 

DI 

Primary  benefits  

6.03 
.50 

1.27 
.01 
.73 
.13 
.09 

0.75 
.05 

(») 
P) 

.14 

(') 
(s) 

Wife's  and  husband's  benefits...  

Widow's  and  widower's  benefits  

Parent's  benefits   ...   

Child's  benefits    

Mother's  benefits..  .  .  

Lump-sum  death  payments   

Total    

8.76 
.12 
.04 
-.15 

.94 
.03 
.00 
-.02 

Administrative  expenses   ..    

Railroad  retirement  financial  interchange  

Interest  on  existing  trust  fund  s.   

Net  total  level-cost  _.  _  

8.77 

.95 

1  Including  adjustment  to  reflect  the  lower  contribution  rate  on  self- 
employment  income  and  on  tips,  as  compared  with  the  combined  employer- 
employee  rate. 

2  This  type  of  benefit  is  not  payable  under  this  program. 

s  This  item  includes  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  noncontributory 
credit  for  military  service  and  is  taken  as  an  offset  to  the  benefit  and  ad- 
ministrative expense  costs. 

act  was  about  7.9  percent  of  payroll,  and  under 
the  1967  act  it  is  about  8.8  percent.  The  corre- 
sponding figures  for  the  disability  insurance  ben- 
efits are  0.83  percent  and  0.94  percent. 

Table  4  presents  the  estimated  benefit  costs  for 
the  OASDI  system  as  it  is  under  the  1967  amend- 
ments, separately  for  each  of  the  various  types 
of  benefits. 

Income  and  Outgo  in  Near  Future 

As  a  result  of  the  1967  act,  the  OASDI  bene- 
fit disbursements  will  increase  by  about  $2.9 
billion  in  the  calendar  year  1968.  Most  of  this 
additional  amount  results  from  the  13-percent 
increase  in  benefits.  In  the  calendar  year  1969, 
when  all  the  changes  will  be  in  full  operation,  the 
benefits  will  be  an  estimated  $3.7  billion  higher 
than  they  otherwise  would  have  been.  For  1968, 
the  increase  in  the  earnings  base  will  more  than 
offset  the  decrease  in  the  tax  rate,  and  the  con- 
tributions collected  will  be  higher  by  about  $600 
million  than  they  would  have  been. 

Under  the  amended  act  the  old-age  and  sur- 
vivors insurance  trust  fund  is  expected  to  increase 
by  about  $1.1  billion  in  calendar  year  1968  and 
then  to  increase  substantially  each  year  in  the 
future  (table  5),  reaching  $46  billion  in  1972. 

The  disability  insurance  trust  fund  (table  6)  is 
expected  to  increase  substantially  in  every  year  in 
the  future,  reaching  $6.5  billion  in  calendar  year 
1972. 


(6) 


Table  5. — Old-age  and  survivors  insurance:  Progress  of 
trust  fund,  short-range  cost  estimate 


(In  millions) 


Calendar 
year 

Contri- 
butions 

Benefit 
pay- 
ments 

Adminis- 
trative 
expenses 

Railroad 
retire- 
ment 
financial 

inter- 
change 1 

Interest 

on 
fund  > 

Balance 
in  fund 
at  end 
of  year ' 

1951.  

Actual  data 

$3,367 
3,819 
3,945 
5,163 
5,713 
6,172 
6,825 
7,566 

8,052 
10,866 
11,285 
12,059 
14,541 
15,689 
16,017 
20,658 

$1,885 
2,194 
3,006 
3,670 
4,968 
5,715 
7,347 
8,327 

9,842 
10,677 
11,862 
13,356 
14,217 
14,914 
16,737 
18,267 

$81 
88 
88 
92 
119 
132 

<  162 

<  194 

184 
203 
239 
256 
281 
296 
328 
256 

$417 
365 
414 
447 
454 
526 
556 
552 

532 
516 
548 
526 
521 
569 
593 
644 

$15,540 
17,442 
18,707 
20,576 
21,663 
22,519 
22,393 
21,864 

20,141 
20,324 
19,725 
18,337 
18,480 
19,125 
18,235 
20,570 

1952  

1953  

1954.  

1955  

1956  

1957  

1958  

1959  

1960  

1961  

1962  

1963  

1964  

1965.  

1966  

-$21 
-7 
-5 
-2 
124 

282 
318 
332 
361 
423 
403 
436 
444 

Estimated  data,  1967  act 

1967  

$23,210 

$19,486 

$3)3 

$508 

$797 

$24,190 

1968  

23,794 

22,664 

488 

459 

904 

25,277 

1969.  

27,454 

24,166 

435 

530 

986 

28,586 

1970  

28,811 

25,126 

448 

619 

1,136 

32,340 

1971  

32,478 

26,145 

463 

601 

1,386 

38,995 

1972  

33,905 

27,161 

478 

582 

1,735 

46,414 

1  A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad 
retirement  account,  and  a  positive  figure  indicates  the  reverse. 

2  An  interest  rate  of  3.75  percent  is  used  in  determining  the  level-costs 
under  the  intermediate-cost  long-range  estimates,  but  in  developing  the 
progress  of  the  trust  fund  a  varying  rate  in  the  early  years  has  been  used. 

'  Not  including  amounts  in  the  railroad  retirement  account  to  the  credit 
of  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund.  In  mi'lions  of  dollars, 
these  amounted  to  $377  for  1953,  $284  for  1954,  $163  for  1955,  $60  for  1956,  and 
nothing  for  1957  and  thereafter. 

*  These  figures  are  artificially  high  because  of  the  method  of  reimburse- 
ments between  this  trust  fund  and  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund  (and, 
likewise,  the  figure  for  1959  is  too  low). 

Note:  Contributions  include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  non- 
contributory  credit  for  military  service  and  for  the  special  benefits  payable 
to  certain  noninsured  persons  aged  72  or  over. 


LONG-RANGE  PROJECTIONS 


Table  7  gives  the  estimated  operations  of  the 
old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  under 
the  amended  program  for  the  long-range  future. 
It  will,  of  course,  be  recognized  that  the  figures 
for  the  next  two  or  three  decades  are  the  most 
reliable  (under  the  assumption  of  level-earnings 
trends  in  the  future),  since  the  populations  con- 
cerned— both  covered  workers  and  beneficiaries — 
are  already  born.  As  the  estimates  proceed  further 
into  the  future,  there  is  much  more  uncertainty — 
if  for  no  reason  other  than  the  relative  difficulty 
in  predicting  future  birth  trends.  But  it  is  never- 
theless desirable  and  necessary  to  consider  these 
long-range  possibilities  under  a  social  insurance 
program  that  is  intended  to  operate  into  per- 
petuity. 

According  to  the  intermediate-cost  estimate,  in 


Table  6. — Disability  insurance:  Progress  of  trust  fund, 
short-range  cost  estimate 


[In  millions] 


Calendar 
year 

Contri- 
butions 

Benefit 
pay- 
ments 

Adminis- 
trative 
expenses 

Railroad 
retire- 
ment 
financial 

inter- 
change 1 

Interest 
on  fund  2 

Balance 
in  fund 
at  end 
of  year 

1957........ 

Actual  data 

$702 
966 
891 
1,010 
1,038 
1,046 
1,099 
1,154 
1,188 
2,022 

$57 
249 
457 
568 
887 
1,105 
1,210 
1,309 
1,573 
1,784 

s$3 
»  12 
50 
36 
64 
66 
68 
79 
90 
137 

$7 
25 
40 
53 
66 
68 
66 
64 
59 
58 

$649 
1,379 
1,825 
2,289 
2,437 
2,368 
2,235 
2,047 
1,606 
1,739 

1958..  

1959..  

-$22 
-5 
5 
11 
20 
19 
24 
25 

1960  

1961  

1962...  

1963  

1964  

1965..  

1966  

1967  

Estimated  data,  1967  act 

$2,313 
3,236 
3,517 
3,629 
3,759 
3,880 

$1,956 
2,390 
2,608 
2,740 
2,867 
2,985 

$107 
129 
121 
123 
127 
133 

$31 
44 

22 
22 
25 
29 

$72 
95 
131 
171 

212 
253 

$2,030 
2,798 
3,695 
4,610 
5,562 
6,548 

1968  

1969  

1970  

1971..  

1972..  _ 

1  A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad 
retirement  account,  and  a  positive  figure  indicates  the  reverse. 

2  An  interest  rate  of  3.75  percent  is  used  in  determining  the  level-costs 
under  the  intermediate-cost  long-range  estimates,  but  in  developing  the 
progress  of  the  trust  fund  a  varying  rate  in  the  early  years  has  been  used. 

'  These  figures  are  artificially  low  because  of  the  method  of  reimburse- 
ments between  this  trust  fund  and  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust 
fund  (and,  likewise,  the  figure  for  1959  is  too  high). 

Note:  Contributions  include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  non- 
contributory  credit  for  military  service. 


every  year  after  1967  for  the  next  20  years,  con- 
tribution income  under  the  system  is  estimated 
to  exceed  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  benefit 
disbursements.  Even  after  the  benefit-outgo  curve 
rises  ahead  of  the  contribution-income  curve,  the 
trust  fund  will  continue  to  increase  because  of 
the  effect  of  interest  earnings  (which  more  than 
meet  the  administrative  expense  disbursements 
and  any  financial  interchanges  with  the  railroad 
retirement  program).  As  a  result,  this  trust  fund 
is  estimated  to  grow  steadily  under  the  long-range 
cost  estimate  (with  a  level-earnings  assumption), 
reaching  $75  billion  in  1980,  and  $160  billion  at 
the  end  of  the  century.  In  the  very  distant  future 
— in  about  the  year  2020  the  trust  fund  is  esti- 
mated to  reach  a  maximum  of  approximately  $310 
billion  and  to  then  start  decreasing. 

The  disability  insurance  trust  fund  grows 
slowly  but  steadily  after  1967,  according  to  the 
intermediate  long-range  cost  estimate,  as  shown 
by  table  8.  In  1980,  it  will  reach  an  estimated  $9 
billion,  and  in  2000  it  will  be  $22  billion.  There 
is  estimated  to  be  a  small  excess  of  contribution 
income  over  benefit  disbursements  for  every  year 
after  1967  for  35  years. 


Table  7. — Old-age  and  survivors  insurance: 
trust  fund,  long-range  cost  estimates 

[In  millions] 


Progress  of 


Calendar 
year 


Contri- 
butions 


Benefit 
pay- 
ments 


Adminis- 
trative 
expenses 


Railroad 
retire- 
ment 
financial 

inter- 
change 1 


Interest 
on  fund  2 


Balance 
in  fund 
at  end 
of  year 


Low-cost  estimate 


1975   

$33,879 

$28,040 

$417 

$425 

$1,884 

$52,061 

1980         .  . 

36,879 

32  177 

457 

260 

3.369 

87,867 

1985-  

39,363 

36  592 

494 

155 

4,842 

123,502 

1990  .  _ 

42,091 

40,754 

532 

70 

6,279 

1.58,470 

1995  

45,637 

43,917 

564 

10 

7,933 

199,565 

2000 

49,695 

45,539 

587 

-40 

10,302 

259,054 

High-cost  estimate 

1975  

$33,360 

$28,854 

$476 

$475 

$1,199 

$41 , 636 

1980-  _ 

36,138 

33,355 

523 

340 

1,836 

62,498 

1985  _. 

38, 376 

38,016 

565 

245 

2,266 

75,575 

1990  

40,650 

42,540 

620 

170 

2,377 

78,435 

1995  

43,568 

46.079 

646 

110 

2,263 

74,862 

2000  

46,798 

48,336 

674 

60 

2,165 

72,475 

Intermediate-cost  estimate 

1975  

$33,619 

$28,447 

$446 

$450 

$1,517 

$46,781 

1980  

36,508 

32,766 

490 

300 

2,536 

74,876 

1985  

38,870 

37,304 

530 

200 

3,418 

98,701 

1990  

41,370 

41,647 

576 

120 

4,082 

116,620 

1995  _._ 

44,602 

44,998 

605 

60 

4,688 

133.683 

2000  

48,247 

46,938 

631 

10 

5,583 

159,499 

2010  

54,664 

52,885 

704 

-45 

8,711 

246,839 

2025  

62,585 

76,292 

930 

-90 

10,933 

302,846 

1  A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad 
retirement  account,  and  a  positive  figure  indicates  the  reverse. 

2  At  interest  rates  of  3.75  percent  for  the  intermediate-cost  estimate,  4.25 
percent  for  the  low-cost  estimate,  and  3.25  percent  for  the  high-cost  estimate. 

Note:  Contributions  include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  non- 
contributory  credit  for  military  service  before  1957.  No  account  is  taken 
in  this  table  of  the  outgo  for  the  special  benefits  payable  to  certain  noninsured 
persons  aged  72  or  over  or  for  the  additional  benefits  payable  on  the  basis 
of  noncontributory  credit  for  military  service  after  1967 — or  of  the  corres- 
ponding reimbursement  therefor,  which  is  exactly  counterbalancing  from  a 
long-range  cost  standpoint. 


LOW-  AND  HIGH-COST  ESTIMATES 

Table  7  shows  the  estimated  operation  of  the 
old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  under 
the  program  as  changed  by  the  1967  act  for  low- 
and  high-cost  estimates.  Corresponding  figures 
for  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund  are  given 
in  table  8. 

Under  the  low-cost  estimate,  the  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  trust  fund  builds  up  rapidly 
and  in  the  year  2000  is  shown  as  being  about  $260 
billion ;  it  is  then  growing  at  a  rate  of  about  $14 
billion  a  year.  The  disability  insurance  trust 
fund  also  grows  steadily  under  the  low-cost  esti- 
mate, reaching  about  $13  billion  in  1980  and  $45 
billion  in  2000,  at  which  time  its  annual  rate  of 
growth  is  about  $2  billion.  For  both  trust  funds, 
under  these  estimates,  benefit  disbursements  do 
not  exceed  contribution  income  in  any  year  after 
1967  for  the  foreseeable  future. 


Under  the  high-cost  estimate,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust 
fund  builds  up  to  a  maximum  of  about  $78  billion 
in  about  25  years,  but  it  decreases  thereafter  until 
it  is  exhausted  in  the  year  2019.  Under  this  esti- 
mate, benefit  disbursements  from  the  fund  are 
lower  than  contribution  income  for  about  20 
years  into  the  future. 

For  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund,  in  the 
early  years  of  operation  the  contribution  income 
under  the  high-cost  estimate  is  slightly  in  excess 
of  benefit  outgo  until  1980.  Accordingly  the  fund, 
as  shown  by  this  estimate,  will  grow  to  about  $6 
billion  in  the  early  1980,s  and  will  then  slowly 
decrease  until  it  is  exhausted  in  2003. 

These  results  are  consistent  and  reasonable, 
since  the  system  on  the  basis  of  an  intermediate- 
cost  estimate  is  intended  to  be  approximately 
self-supporting,  as  indicated  previously.  Accord- 
ingly, a  low-cost  estimate  should  show  that  the 


Table  8. — Disability  insurance:  Progress  of  trust  fund,  long- 
range  cost  estimates 


[In  millions) 

Railroad 

Calendar 

Benefit 

Adminis- 

retire- 

Balance 

Contri- 

pay- 

trative 

ment 

Interest 

in  fund 

year 

butions 

ments 

expenses 

financial 

on  fund  2 

at  end 

inter- 

of year 

change  1 

Low-cost  estimate 

1975..  

$3,582 

$2,997 

$126 

-$14 

$311 

$8,264 

1980  

3,899 

3,351 

118 

-21 

493 

12,654 

1985  

4,161 

3,618 

117 

-23 

710 

18,001 

1990  

4,448 

3,809 

115 

-25 

988 

24,900 

1995  

4,822 

4,096 

116 

-25 

1.352 

33,899 

2000.  

5,250 

4,624 

129 

-25 

1,797 

44,803 

High-cost  estimate 

1975  

$3,528 

$3,317 

$136 

-$6 

$167 

$5,529 

1980  

3,821 

3,812 

147 

-11 

187 

6,217 

1985  

4,057 

4,164 

155 

-13 

184 

6.148 

1990  

4,296 

4,416 

161 

-15 

171 

5.735 

1995  

4,604 

4,794 

172 

-15 

146 

4,949 

2000...  

4,945 

5,450 

195 

-15 

81 

2,760 

Intermediate-cost  estimate 

1975  

$3,555 

$3,157 

$131 

-$10 

$232 

$6,877 

1980  

3,860 

3,582 

133 

-16 

323 

9,351 

1985  

4,109 

3,891 

135 

-18 

413 

11,856 

1990  

4,372 

4,113 

138 

-20 

519 

14,854 

1995  _. 

4,713 

4,445 

143 

-20 

652 

18,556 

2000  

5,097 

5,037 

162 

-20 

788 

22,276 

2010  

5,774 

6,562 

210 

-20 

906 

25,222 

2025  

6,598 

7,326 

233 

-20 

763 

21,384 

1  A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad 
retirement  account,  and  a  positive  figure  indicates  the  reverse. 

2  At  interest  rates  of  3.75  percent  for  the  intermediate-cost  estimate,  4.25 
percent  for  the  low-cost  estimate,  and  3.25  percent  for  the  high-cost  estimate. 

Note:  Contributions  include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  non- 
contributory  credit  for  military  service  before  1957.  No  account  is  taken 
in  this  table  of  the  outgo  for  the  additional  benefits  payable  on  the  basis  of 
noncontributory  credit  for  military  service  after  1967 — or  of  the  corres- 
ponding reimbursement  therefor,  which  is  exactly  counterbalancing  from  a 
long-range  cost  standpoint. 
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system  is  more  than  self-supporting,  and  a  high- 
cost  estimate  should  show  that  a  deficiency  would 
arise  later  on.  In  actual  practice,  under  the 
philosophy  in  the  1950  and  subsequent  legislation 
— set  forth  in  the  Committee  reports — the  tax 
schedule  would  be  adjusted  in  future  years  so 
that  none  of  the  developments  of  the  trust  funds 
shown  for  low-cost  or  high-cost  estimates  ever 
eventuate. 

Thus,  if  experience  followed  the  low-cost  esti- 
mate and  if  the  benefit  provisions  were  not 
changed,  the  contribution  rates  would  probably 
be  adjusted  downward — or  perhaps  the  increases 
scheduled  for  future  years  would  not  go  into 
effect.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  experience  fol- 
lowed the  high-cost  estimate,  the  contribution 
rates  would  have  to  be  raised  above  those  sched- 
uled. At  any  rate,  the  high-cost  estimate  does 
indicate  that,  under  the  tax  schedule  adopted, 
there  will  be  ample  funds  to  meet  benefit  dis- 
bursements for  several  decades,  even  under  rela- 
tively high-cost  experience. 

Table  9  shows  the  estimated  costs  of  the  old- 
age  and  survivors  insurance  benefits  and  of  the 


Table  9. — Old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance: 
Cost  of  benefit  payments  as  percent  of  taxable  payroll  1 


[Percent] 


Low-cost 

High-cost 

Inter- 

Calendar year 

estimate 

estimate 

mediate-cost 

estimate  2 

OASI 

1975  _ 

7.48 

7.82 

7.65 

1980   

7.88 

8.34 

8.11 

1985   ._ 

8.40 

8.95 

8.67 

1990..   

8.75 

9.45 

9.09 

1995    

8.69 

9.55 

9.11 

2000   

8.27 

9.33 

8.78 

2010.    

8.05 

9.48 

8.73 

2025    

9.72 

12.50 

10.99 

2040   

9.54 

13.13 

11.09 

Level-cost 3  _ .  ...   

8.26 

9.40 

8.77 

DI 

1975    _. 

0.80 

0.90 

0.85 

1980. -.  

.82 

.95 

.89 

1985.   

.83 

.98 

.90 

1990    

.82 

.98 

.90 

1995...  

.81 

.99 

.90 

2000   

.84 

1.05 

.94 

2010    

.95 

1.24 

1.08 

2025...  

.91 

1.23 

1.05 

2040   

.94 

1.27 

1.08 

Level-cost 3   

.85 

1.06 

.95 

1  Taking  into  account  the  lower  contribution  rate  for  self-employment 
income  and  tips,  as  compared  with  the  combined  employer-employee  rate. 

2  Based  on  the  averages  of  the  dollar  payrolls  and  dollar  costs  under  the 
low-cost  and  high-cost  estimates. 

3  Level  contribution  rate,  at  an  interest  rate  of  3.25  percent  for  high-cost. 
3.75  percent  for  intermediate-cost,  and  4.25  percent  for  low-cost,  for  benefits 
after  1966,  taking  into  account  interest  on  the  trust  fund  on  December  31, 
1966,  future  administrative  expenses,  the  railroad  retirement  financial  inter- 
change provisions,  and  the  reimbursement  of  inilitary-wage-credits  cost. 


disability  insurance  benefits  under  the  amended 
program,  as  a  percentage  of  taxable  payroll  for 
various  future  years,  through  2040.  It  also  shows 
the  level  costs  of  the  two  programs  for  the  low-, 
high-,  and  intermediate-cost  estimates. 


HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

The  hospital  insurance  system  as  it  was  changed 
by  the  1967  amendments  has  an  estimated  cost  for 
benefit  payments  and  administrative  expenses 
that  is  in  long-range  balance  with  contribution 
income.  It  is  recognized  that  the  preparation  of 
cost  estimates  for  hospital  and  related  benefits  is 
much  more  difficult  and  is  much  more  subject  to 
variation  than  cost  estimates  for  the  cash  benefits 
of  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
system.  This  is  so  not  only  because  the  hospital 
insurance  program  is  newly  established,  but  also 
because  of  the  greater  number  of  variable  factors 
involved  in  a  service-benefit  program  than  in  a 
cash-benefit  one.  However,  it  is  believed  that  the 
present  cost  estimates  are  made  under  conserva- 
tive assumptions  with  respect  to  all  foreseeable 
factors. 

The  present  cost  estimates  are  based  on  con- 
siderably higher  assumptions  as  to  hospital  costs 
than  were  the  original  estimates,  which  were  pre- 
pared in  1965  at  the  time  that  the  system  was 
established.  At  that  time,  the  sharp  increases  that 
have  occurred  in  such  costs  in  1966-67  were  not 
generally  predicted  by  experts  in  the  field. 

These  cost  estimates  also  contain  revised  as- 
sumptions on  the  initial  level  of  earnings  in  1966 
and  on  future  interest-rate  trends.  These  assump- 
tions are  the  same  as  those  used  in  the  revised 
cost  estimates  for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  dis- 
ability insurance  system.  In  addition,  the  new 
cost  estimates  for  the  hospital  insurance  system 
are  based  on  the  revised  estimates  of  beneficiaries 
aged  65  and  over  under  the  OASDI  program.  The 
latter  show  somewhat  fewer  aged  beneficiaries  in 
relation  to  the  covered  population  for  whom  con- 
tributions are  payable.  Accordingly,  the  cost  of 
the  hospital  insurance  is  reduced  on  account  of 
this  factor  (although  the  effect  of  hospital-cost 
trend  assumptions  is  only  partly  offset). 

The  new  cost  estimates  contain  the  assumption 
that,  in  the  intermediate-cost  estimate,  adminis- 
trative expenses  will  be  Zy2  percent  of  the  benefit 
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payments,  which  is  the  anticipated  experience 
in  1967-68  (as  against  the  assumption  of  3  per- 
cent in  the  original  estimates).  The  administra- 
tive expenses  for  the  low-cost  and  high-cost  esti- 
mates are  assumed  to  be  the  same  proportion  as 
for  the  intermediate-cost  estimate.  The  new  cost 
estimates  also  take  into  account  the  small  addi- 
tional cost  arising  from  the  reimbursement  bases 
for  hospitals  and  extended-care  facilities  that  are 
now  in  effect,  which  are  somewhat  higher  than 
was  assumed  in  the  original  cost  estimates. 


Financing  Basis 

The  contribution  schedule  contained  in  the  1967 
amendments,  with  an  earnings  base  of  $7,800  in 
1968  and  after,  is  as  follows,  as  compared  with 
that  of  the  1965  Act  (with  an  earnings  base  of 
$6,600) : 


[Percent] 


Calendar  year 

Combined  employer- 
employee  rate 

Self-employed 
rate 

1965  act 

1967  act 

1965  act 

1967  act 

1967   

1.0 

1.0 

0.50 

0.50 

1968  

1.0 

1.2 

.50 

.60 

1969-72   

1.0 

1.2 

.50 

.60 

1973-75  

1.1 

1.3 

.55 

.65 

1976-79    

1.2 

1.4 

.60 

.70 

1980-86   

1.4 

1.6 

.70 

.80 

1987  and  after  

1.6 

1.8 

.80 

.90 

The  combined  employer-employee  rate  under 
the  1967  amendments  is  0.2  percent  higher  in  1968 
and  after  than  under  the  1965  act.  These  in- 
creases, along  with  the  additional  income  from 
the  higher  earnings  base,  would  finance  the  in- 
creased cost  of  the  program  that  results  from  the 
higher  hospitalization-cost  assumptions  used  in 
the  current  estimates,  as  compared  with  those 
used  when  the  program  was  initiated  in  1965. 

The  hospital  insurance  program  is  completely 
separate  from  the  OASDI  system  in  several  ways, 
although  the  earnings  base  is  the  same  under 
both  programs. 

First,  the  schedules  of  tax  rates  for  OASDI 
and  HI  are  in  separate  subsections  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  (unlike  the  situation  for  OASI 
and  DI,  where  there  is  a  single  tax  rate  for  both 
programs,  but  an  allocation  thereof  into  two 
portions) . 

Second,  the  HI  program  has  a  separate  trust 


fund  (as  is  also  the  case  for  OASI  and  DI)  and, 
in  addition,  has  a  separate  Board  of  Trustees 
from  that  of  the  OASDI  system. 

Third,  income-tax  withholding  statements 
(forms  W-2)  show  the  proportion  of  the  total 
contribution  for  OASDI  and  HI  that  relates  to 
the  latter  program. 

Fourth,  the  HI  program  covers  railroad  em- 
ployees directly  in  the  same  manner  as  other 
covered  workers  and  their  benefit  payments  are 
paid  directly  from  this  trust  fund  (rather  than 
directly  or  indirectly  through  the  railroad  retire- 
ment system),  whereas  these  employees  are  not 
covered  by  OASDI  (except  indirectly  through 
the  financial  interchange  provisions). 

Fifth,  the  financing  basis  for  the  HI  system  is 
determined  under  a  different  approach  than  that 
used  for  the  OASDI  system— a  reflection  of  the 
different  natures  of  the  two  programs  (by  as- 
suming rising  earnings  levels  and  rising  hospitali- 
zation costs  in  future  years  instead  of  level-earn- 
ings assumptions  and  by  making  the  estimates  for 
a  25-year  period  rather  than  a  75-year  one) . 

As  has  always  been  the  case  in  connection  with 
the  OASDI  system,  the  Congress  has  very  care- 
fully considered  the  cost  aspects  of  the  HI  system 
and  proposed  changes  therein.  In  the  same  man- 
ner, the  Congress  has  indicated  that  this  program 
should  be  completely  self-supporting  from  the 
contributions  of  covered  individuals  and  employ- 
ers (the  transitional  uninsured  group  covered  by 
this  program  have  their  benefits,  and  the  resulting 
administrative  expenses,  completely  financed  from 
general  revenues).  Accordingly,  the  tax  schedule 
in  the  law  should  make  the  HI  system  self-sup- 
porting over  the  long  range  as  nearly  as  can  be 
foreseen,  and  thus  actuarially  sound. 

The  concept  of  actuarial  soundness  is  somewhat 
similar  for  the  two  programs,  but  there  are  im- 
portant differences.  One  major  difference  is  that 
cost  estimates  for  the  hospital  insurance  program 
should  desirably  be  made  over  a  period  of  only 
25  years  in  the  future,  rather  than  75  years  as 
it  is  for  the  OASDI  program.  A  shorter  period 
for  the  hospital  insurance  program  is  necessary 
because  it  is  more  difficult  to  make  forecast  as- 
sumptions for  a  service  benefit  than  for  a  cash 
benefit.  There  is  a  reasonable  likelihood  that  dur- 
ing the  next  75  years  the  number  of  beneficiaries 
aged  65  and  over  will  tend  to  increase  in  relation 
to  the  covered  population  (a  period  of  this  length 
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is  thus  both  necessary  and  desirable  for  studying 
the  cost  of  the  cash  OASDI  benefits).  It  is  far 
more  difficult,  however,  to  make  reasonable  as- 
sumptions concerning  the  trends  of  medical  care 
costs  and  practices  for  more  than  25  years  in 
the  future. 

In  a  new  program  such  as  hospital  insurance 
it  seemed  desirable  that  it  be  completely  in  actu- 
arial balance.  To  accomplish  this  result,  a  contri- 
bution schedule  was  developed  that  will  meet 
this  requirement,  according  to  the  underlying 
cost  estimates. 

Basic  Assumptions 

Perhaps  the  major  consideration  in  preparing 
actuarial  cost  estimates  for  hospital  benefits  is 
the  fact  that — unlike  the  situation  for  the  monthly 
cash  benefits — an  unfavorable  cost  result  is  shown 
when  the  average  earnings  level  is  assumed  to  in- 
crease. The  reason  is  that  the  hospitalization 
costs  should  then  be  assumed  to  increase  at  least 
at  the  same  rate  as  the  earnings  level ;  if  the 
maximum  taxable  earnings  base  is  not  adjusted 
accordingly,  the  taxable  earnings  will  not  in- 
crease as  fast  as  the  hospitalization  costs.  Ac- 
cordingly, the  assumption  of  a  fixed  taxable 
earnings  base  at  $7,800  should  be  considered  as 
a  "safety  factor"  in  the  cost  estimates. 

Originally,  the  average  total  earnings  (includ- 
ing earnings  above  the  taxable  base)  were  assumed 
to  increase  in  the  future  at  a  rate  of  3  percent, 
and  hospitalization  costs  by  an  additional  2.7 
percent  for  a  total  of  5.7  percent  during  the  next 
5  years.  The  differential  was  then  assumed  to 
decrease  gradually  from  the  sixth  year  on,  until 
it  became  zero  after  the  tenth  year.  For  the  last 
15  years  of  the  period  the  hospitalization  costs 
were  assumed  to  increase  at  the  same  rate  as  the 
average  total  earnings. 

Lately,  several  estimates  of  the  short-term  fu- 
ture trend  of  hospital  costs  have  been  made  by 
experts  in  this  field.  All  of  these  are  well  above 
the  rate  of  5.7  percent  per  year  until  1970  that 
was  assumed  in  the  initial  cost  estimates  for  the 
program  made  when  it  was  enacted  in  1965.  The 
American  Hospital  Association  has  estimated  an 
annual  rate  of  increase  of  as  much  as  15  percent 
for  the  next  3  to  5  years.  The  Blue  Cross  Asso- 
ciation has  made  a  corresponding  estimate  of  9 
percent  per  year  in  the  period  up  to  1970. 


Table  10. — Assumptions  as  to  future  rates  of  increase  in 
hospital  costs 

(Percent) 


Calendar  year 

Low-cost 

Inter- 
mediate-cost 

High-cost 

1967    

12.0 

15.0 

15.0 

1968.-.  

10.0 

15.0 

15.0 

1969    

8.0 

10.0 

15.0 

1970   

6.0 

6.0 

15.0 

1971  

5.2 

5.2 

15.0 

1972..    

4.6 

4.6 

10.0 

1973---  --  

4.1 

4.1 

4.1 

1974   

3.6 

3.6 

3.6 

1975  and  after    

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

Three  sets  of  assumptions  as  to  the  short-term 
trend  of  hospital  costs  have  been  made  for  the 
cost  estimates  discussed  in  this  article.  These 
assumptions  are  shown  in  table  10.  In  each  case, 
the  annual  rates  of  increase  are  assumed  to  merge 
with  those  used  in  the  initial  cost  estimates  for 
the  program  for  1971  for  the  low-cost  and  inter- 
mediate-cost assumptions  and  1973  for  the  high- 
cost  assumptions — that  is,  increases  slightly  above 
the  increases  in  the  earnings  level  from  these 
dates  until  about  1975,  and  then  the  same  in- 
creases. The  low-cost  set  of  assumptions  yields 
about  the  same  result  as  the  Blue  Cross  predic- 
tion, and  the  high-cost  set  corresponds  to  the 
highest  American  Hospital  Association  predic- 
tion. The  intermediate-cost  set  is  used  to  develop 
the  financing  provisions  of  the  legislation. 

The  hospital  utilization  rates  used  for  the  cost 
estimates  are  the  same  as  those  used  in  the  initial 
cost  estimates  for  the  program.  Analysis  of  the 
actual  experience  for  the  first  6  months  of  oper- 
ation (the  last  half  of  1966)  seems  to  indicate 
that  it  is  close  to  the  original  assumptions,  al- 
though somewhat  higher. 

The  average  daily  cost  of  hospitalization  that 
was  used  in  the  cost  estimates  was  computed  on 
the  same  basis  as  the  corresponding  figures  in  the 
initial  cost  estimates  that  were  prepared  when 
the  legislation  was  enacted  in  1965.  Specifically, 
an  average  of  about  $38.50  per  day  was  used  for 
the  reimbursement  principles  under  the  1965  act 
for  1966  and  was  projected  for  future  years  in 
the  manner  described  previously.  Analysis  of 
the  experience  for  1966,  for  which  complete  data 
are  not  yet  available,  indicates  that  this  assump- 
tion was  close  to  what  actually  occurred,  although 
possibly  somewhat  higher. 

Table  11  shows  the  level-cost  of  the  hospital 
and  related  benefits  under  the  1967  amendments 


Table  11. — Hospital  insurance:  Level-cost  analysis,  inter- 
mediate-cost estimate 

[Percentl 


Legislation 

Level-cost 
of  benefits  1 

Level- 
equivalent  of 
contributions 

Actuarial 
balance 

1965  act,  original  estimate  

1.23 

1.23 

0.00 

1965  act,  revised  estimate  

1.54 

1.23 

-.31 

1967  act   

1.38 

1.41 

+  .03 

1  Including  administrative  expenses. 

as  a  percentage  of  taxable  payroll  determined  as 
of  January  1,  1966,  using  an  interest  of  3% 
percent.  These  figures  are  based  on  the  assump- 
tions that  the  earnings  base  will  not  change  and 
that  both  hospitalization  costs  and  general  earn- 
ings will  continue  to  rise  during  the  entire  25- 
year  period  considered  in  the  cost  estimates.  Also 
shown  in  table  11  are  the  level-equivalents  of 
the  contribution  schedules  and  the  net  actuarial 
balances  of  the  system. 

The  estimated  level-cost  of  the  benefit  pay- 
ments and  administrative  expenses  in  the  low-cost 
estimate  is  1.27  percent  of  taxable  payroll;  the 
corresponding  figure  for  the  high-cost  estimate 
is  1.76  percent.  In  each  instance,  the  level-equiv- 
alent of  the  contribution  schedule  is  1.41  percent 
of  taxable  payroll. 

It  should  be  recognized  that  the  vast  majority 
of  the  level-cost  of  the  benefit  payments  relates 
to  inpatient  hospital  benefits.  Most  of  the  re- 
maining cost  is  attributable  to  extended-care  ben- 
efits, with  home  health  service  benefits  represent- 
ing only  a  small  portion.  Currently,  inpatient 
hospital  benefits  account  for  about  90  percent  of 
total  benefit  outgo.  In  later  years,  it  seems  pos- 
sible that  there  will  be  much  greater  use  of  post- 
hospital  extended-care  services  and  posthospital 
home  health  services  (particularly  the  former), 
thus  tending  to  reduce  the  use  of  hospitals  and, 
therefore,  the  cost  of  the  inpatient  hospital  ben- 
efits. 

The  estimated  level-cost  of  the  system  is  re- 
duced by  0.01  percent  of  taxable  payroll  as  a 
result  of  transferring  the  outpatient  diagnostic 
benefits  to  the  supplementary  medical  insurance 
system.  The  other  changes  in  the  benefit  provi- 
sions of  this  program  would  not  have  any  signifi- 
cant effect  on  the  long-range  costs.  The  cost  of 
providing  further  days  of  hospital  benefits  beyond 
90  days  in  a  spell  of  illness — as  is  done  by  the 
"lifetime  reserve"  of  60  days — is  relatively  small. 


Table  12.— Hospital  insurance:  Changes  in  actuarial  balance 
expressed  in  terms  of  level-cost  as  percent  of  taxable  payroll, 
by  type  of  change,  intermediate-cost  estimate,  1965  act 
and  1967  act,  based  on  3.75  percent  interest 

[Percent) 


Item 


Actuarial  balance,  1965  act. 


Increase  in  taxable  earnings  base  

Revised  contribution  schedule    

Transfer  of  outpatient  diagnostic  benefits  to  SMI. 
Further  hospital  benefits  beyond  90  days  

Total  effect  of  changes  _  

Actuarial  balance  under  1967  act  


Level-cost 


-0.31 


+  .15 
+  .18 
+  .01 


(•) 


+  .34 


-.03 


1  Less  than  0.005  percent. 

Table  12  summarizes  these  changes  in  the  cost 
of  the  program  and  also  gives  data  as  to  the  value 
of  the  contribution  schedules  and  the  resulting 
actuarial  balances. 

As  indicated  previously,  one  of  the  most  im- 
portant assumptions  in  the  cost  estimates  pre- 
sented herein  is  that  the  earnings  base  is  assumed 
to  remain  unchanged,  even  though  for  the  re- 
mainder of  the  period  considered  (up  to  1990) 
the  general  earnings  level  is  assumed  to  rise  at 
a  rate  of  3  percent  annually.  If  the  earnings  base 
does  rise  in  the  future  to  keep  up  to  date  with 
the  general  earnings  level,  then  the  contribution 
rates  required  would  be  lower  than  those  sched- 
uled in  the  law.  In  fact,  if  this  were  to  occur, 
the  steps  in  the  contribution  schedule  beyond  the 
combined  employer-employee  rate  of  1.2  percent 
would  not  be  needed  if  all  other  assumptions  in 
the  intermediate-cost  estimate  are  realized. 

The  cost  for  the  persons  who  are  blanketed  in 
for  the  hospital  and  related  benefits  is  met  from 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  (with  the  finan- 
cial transactions  involved  passing  through  the 
HI  trust  fund).  The  costs  so  involved,  along  with 
the  financial  transactions,  are  not  included  in  the 
preceding  cost  analysis  or  in  the  following  dis- 
cussions of  the  future  operations  of  the  HI  trust 
fund.  For  the  first  7  years  of  operation,  these 
costs  are  as  follows: 

Cost  to  Treasury 

Calendar  year  (in  millions) 

1966  1   $174 

1967    439 

1968    465 

1969    471 

1970    459 

1971    432 

1972   403 


1  Data  are  for  the  last  6  months  of  the  year"  (estimate  based 
on  actual  experience). 
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Table  13  shows  the  estimated  operation  of  the 
HI  trust  fund  under  the  intermediate-cost  esti- 
mate and  also  under  the  low-cost  and  high-cost 
estimates.  Under  the  intermediate-cost  estimate, 
the  balance  in  the  trust  fund  would  grow  steadily 
in  the  future,  increasing  from  about  $1.3  billion 
at  the  end  of  1967  to  $3.3  billion  5  years  later. 
Over  the  long  range,  the  trust  fund  would  build 
up  steadily,  reaching  $15.7  billion  in  1990  (repre- 
senting the  disbursements  for  1.4  years  at  the 
level  of  that  time). 

Under  the  low-cost  estimate,  the  balance  in 
the  trust  fund  grows  steadily,  reaching  $7.5  bil- 
lion in  1975  and  $36.8  billion  in  1990  (at  which 
time  it  represents  the  disbursements  for  3.6 
years).  In  actual  practice,  if  the  low-cost  as- 
sumptions materialize,  it  would  not  be  necessary 
to  increase  the  contribution  rates  after  1975  as 
in  the  legislation.  Under  the  high-cost  estimate, 
which  represents  probably  the  most  extreme  situ- 
ation from  a  high-cost  standpoint  in  regard  to 
hospital  costs,  the  balance  in  the  trust  fund 
reaches  a  maximum  of  $2.4  billion  at  the  end  of 
1969,  and  then  it  decreases  until  it  is  exhausted 
in  1972.  This  estimate  indicates  that,  despite  very 
high  assumptions  as  to  the  trend  of  hospital  costs, 
the  system  would  have  sufficient  funds  to  main- 
tain operations  for  at  least  4  years  under  these 
circumstances,  without  changing  the  financing 
provisions. 


SUPPLEMENTARY  MEDICAL  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 

The  1967  amendments  expanded  somewhat  the 
protection  provided  by  the  supplementary  medical 
insurance  program.  The  increase  in  cost  for 
these  changes,  effective  after  March  1968,  was 
recognized  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  in  his  determination  of  the  standard 
premium  rate  for  the  period  after  March  1968, 
which  was  promulgated  at  $4  (in  comparison  with 
the  rate  of  $3  applicable  for  the  period  July  1966- 
March  1968). 


Financing  Basis 

Coverage  under  the  supplementary  medical  in- 
surance program  can  be  voluntarily  elected,  on 
an  individual  basis,  by  virtually  all  persons  aged 


Table  13. — Hospital  insurance:  Progress  of  trust  fund 


[In  millions] 


Calendar  year 

Contri- 
butions 

Benefit 
pay- 
ments 

Adminis- 
trative 
expenses 

Interest 
on  fund  1 

Balance 
in  fund 
at  end 
of  year 

1966 

Actual  data 

$1,911 

$767 

2  $57 

$34 

$1,121 

1967 

Low-cost  estimate 

$2,943 
3,972 
4,223 
4,391 
4,564 
4,732 
5,274 
5,503 
5,695 

$2,683 
2,981 
3,336 
3,649 
3,932 
4,215 
4,499 
4,777 
5,055 

$94 
104 
117 
128 
138 
148 
157 
167 
177 

$45 
70 
109 
142 
169 
191 
215 
242 
266 

$1,332 
2,289 
3,168 
3,924 
4,587 
5,147 
5,980 
6.781 
7,510 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1967 

High-cost  estimate 

$2,943 
3,972 
4,223 
4,391 
4,564 
4,732 
5,274 
5,503 
5,695 

$2,683 
3,190 
3,795 
4,501 
5,292 
5,960 
6,364 
6,762 
7,161 

$94 
112 
133 
157 
185 
209 
223 
237 
251 

$45 
64 
86 
85 
57 
3 

(») 
(s) 
(') 

$1,332 
2,066 
2,447 
2,265 
1,409 

(') 

(s) 

(s) 

(') 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1967  .... 

Intermediate-cost  estimate 

$2,943 
3,972 
4,223 
4,391 
4,564 
4,732 
5,274 
5,503 
5,695 
8,087 
9,241 

11,627 

$2,683 
3,190 
3,636 
3,982 
4,292 
4,602 
4,912 
5,216 
5,522 
6,940 
8,690 

10,843 

$94 
112 
127 
139 
150 
161 
172 
183 
193 
243 
304 
380 

$45 
64 
90 
108 
117 
121 
125 
132 
135 
203 
373 
553 

$1,332 
2,066 
2,616 
2,994 
3,233 
3,323 
3,638 
3,874 
3,989 
6,454 
10,731 
15,711 

1968...  

1969  

1970   

1971  

1972  

1973  -. 

1974  

1975  _  

1980  

1985   

1990  

1  An  interest  rate  of  3.75  percent  is  used  in  determining  the  level-costs, 
but  in  developing  the  progress  of  the  trust  fund  a  varying  rate  in  the  early 
years  has  been  used,  ranging  down  from  5  percent  initially  to  4  percent  after 
1975. 

2  Including  administrative  expenses  incurred  in  1965. 

3  Fund  exhausted  in  1972. 

Note:  The  transactions  relating  to  the  noninsured  persons,  the  costs  for 
whom  is  borne  out  of  the  general  funds  of  the  Treasury,  are  not  included  in 
the  above  figures.  The  actual  disbursements  in  1966,  and  the  balance  in 
the  trust  fund  by  the  end  of  the  year,  have  been  adjusted  by  an  estimated 
$174  million  on  this  account. 


65  and  over  in  the  United  States.  This  program 
is  intended  to  be  completely  self-supporting  from 
the  contributions  of  covered  individuals  and  the 
matching  contributions  made  from  the  general 
fund  of  the  Treasury. 

Under  the  1967  amendments,  the  standard  pre- 
mium rate  (for  persons  enrolling  in  the  earliest 
possible  enrollment  period)  is  generally  to  be 
determined  annually  on  a  permanent  basis — for 
April  1968  through  June  1969  and  then  for  12- 
month  periods  beginning  with  July  1969  and  each 
July  thereafter. 

Persons  who  do  not  elect  to  come  into  the  sys- 
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tem  as  early  as  possible  will  generally  have  to 
pay  a  higher  premium  rate. 

The  1965  act  provided  for  the  establishment  of 
an  advance  appropriation  from  the  general  fund 
of  the  Treasury  to  serve  as  an  initial  contingency 
reserve,  in  an  amount  equal  to  $18  (or  6  months' 
per  capita  contributions  from  the  general  fund 
of  the  Treasury)  times  the  number  of  individuals 
estimated  to  be  eligible  for  participation  in  July 
1966.  This  amount — approximately  $345  million 
(of  which  $100  million  has  actually  been  appro- 
priated)— has  not  actually  been  transferred  to  the 
trust  fund  and  will  not  be  transferred  unless,  and 
until,  some  of  it  would  be  needed.  This  con- 
tingency amount  is  available  only  during  the  first 
18  months  of  operations  (July  1966-December 
1967),  and  any  amounts  actually  transferred  to 
the  trust  fund  would  be  subject  to  repayment  to 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  (without  in- 
terest). 

The  concept  of  actuarial  soundness  for  the 
medical  insurance  program  differs  somewhat  from 
that  for  the  OASDI  program  and  the  hospital 
insurance  program.  In  essence,  the  medical  in- 
surance program  is  financed  on  a  current-cost 
basis  rather  than  on  a  long-range  cost  basis.  The 
situations  are  essentially  different  because  the 
financial  support  of  the  medical  insurance  pro- 
gram comes  from  a  premium  rate  that  is  subject 
to  change  from  time  to  time,  in  accordance  with 
the  experience  actually  developing  and  with  the 
experience  anticipated  in  the  near  future.  The 
actuarial  soundness  of  the  program  therefore 
depends  only  upon  the  adequacy  of  the  "short- 
term"  premium  rates  to  meet,  on  an  accrual  basis, 
the  benefit  payments  and  administrative  expenses 


(including  the  accumulation  and  maintenance  of 
a  contingency  fund)  for  the  period  for  which 
they  are  established. 


Results  of  Cost  Estimates 

The  1967  amendments  made  a  number  of 
changes  in  the  benefit  provisions  of  the  SMI  pro- 
gram. Some  of  these  provisions  expanded  the 
scope  of  the  program,  and  several  limited  it 
slightly.  The  only  changes  with  a  significant  cost 
effect  are  shown  below,  together  with  the  monthly 
cost  per  participant  in  relation  to  the  combined 
$6  monthly  premium  rate  (for  the  participant 
and  the  Government). 

Item 

Nonprofessional  component  of  outpatient  diag- 
nostic services   $0.12 

Elimination  of  cost-sharing  for  inpatient  path- 
ology and  radiology   .20 

Extending  coverage  of  physical-therapy  serv- 
ices benefits    .05 

Total    $0.37 

The  cost  of  covering  certain  limited  services 
furnished  by  podiatrists  is  very  small. 

The  total  cost  of  $0.37  a  month  per  capita  in 
relation  to  the  initial  premium  rate  increases  to 
about  $0.46  when  the  rise  in  the  standard  pre- 
mium rate  for  the  period  after  March  1968  is 
taken  into  account.  This  total  cost  of  $0.46  per 
month  per  capita  is  equivalent  to  an  annual  cost 
of  $100  million  with  respect  to  18  million  par- 
ticipants (with  half  of  that  amount  coming  from 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury). 
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WITH  THE  SIGNING  on  January  2,  1968, 
of  H.R.  12080,  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1967  became  law.  When  President  Johnson 
approved  the  law  he  stated: 

Because  of  social  security,  tens  of  millions  of  Ameri- 
cans have  been  able  to  stand  straighter  and  taller 
unafraid  of  their  future.  .  .  .  Measured  in  dollars  of 
insurance  benefits,  the  bill  enacted  into  law  today  is 
the  greatest  stride  forward  since  social  security  was 
launched  in  1935. 

These  amendments  will  raise  the  amount  of 
benefit  payments  to  the  almost  24  million  bene- 
ficiaries now  getting  benefits  and  will  improve 
the  protection  provided  under  the  social  security 
program  for  all  present  and  future  contributors 
and  their  families. 

The  most  significant  changes  in  the  social  se- 
curity program  are: 

1.  A  13-percent  increase  in  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  benefits,  with  a  minimum 
monthly  benefit  of  $55  for  a  person  retiring  at  or 
after  age  65  (or  receiving  disability  benefits). 

2.  An  increase  from  $35  to  $40  in  the  special 
age-72  payments. 

3.  An  increase  from  $1,500  to  $1,680  in  the 
amount  a  person  may  earn  in  a  year  and  still 
get  full  benefits  for  that  year. 

4.  Monthly  cash  benefits  for  disabled  widows 
and  disabled  dependent  widowers  at  age  50  at 
reduced  rates. 

5.  A  liberalization  of  the  eligibility  require- 
ments for  benefits  for  dependents  and  survivors 
of  women  workers. 

6.  An  alternative  insured-status  test  for  work- 
ers disabled  before  age  31. 

7.  New  guidelines  for  determining  eligibility 
for  disability  insurance  benefits. 

8.  Additional  noncontributory  wage  credits  for 
servicemen. 

9.  Broadened  coverage  of  clergymen  and  mem- 


*  Mr.  Cohen  is  Under  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  and  Mr.  Ball  is  the  Commissioner  of  Social 
Security. 


bers  of  religious  orders  who  have  not  taken  a 
vow  of  poverty. 

10.  An  increase  in  the  contribution  and  benefit 
base  from  $6,600  to  $7,800,  beginning  in  1968. 

The  amendments  include  the  following  signifi- 
cant changes  in  the  welfare  and  child  health  pro- 
visions of  the  Social  Security  Act: 

1.  Establishment  of  a  new  work  incentive  pro- 
gram for  families  receiving  aid  to  families  with 
dependent  children. 

2.  Provision  of  earnings  exemptions  under  the 
AFDC  program. 

3.  A  limitation  on  Federal  matching  in  AFDC 
programs  for  families  with  an  absent  parent. 

4.  Expansion  of  social  services. 

5.  Modifications  in  the  medical  assistance  pro- 
gram. 

6.  Federal  support  for  the  training  of  social 
work  personnel. 

7.  Increased  authorizations  for  child  welfare 
services. 

8.  Increased  authorizations  and  improvements 
in  the  child  health  program. 


Background  and  Legislative  History 
of  the  Insurance  Provisions 

The  history  of  these  amendments  reflects  a  long 
and  thorough  evaluation  on  the  part  of  Congress 
and  the  Administration  of  how  the  social  security 


Over  the  last  third  of  a  century  in  America  we 
have  proved  that  people  who  earn  their  living  can 
make  their  lives  better  and  more  secure  if  they 
divert  part  of  their  incomes  to  protect  themselves 
from  the  twists  of  fortune  that  face  all  men.  Our 
challenge  for  the  coming  years  is  to  see  if  we  can 
extend  that  same  human  insurance  and  human 
dignity  to  persons  who  are  not  able  to  buy  their 
own  protection.  Our  challenge  is  to  save  children. 

President  Lyndon  B.  Johnson 
January  2,  1968 
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program  could  best  be  improved  and  expanded  in 
light  of  both  the  needs  of  the  American  people 
for  more  meaningful  protection  against  financial 
insecurity  and  the  economic  impact  of  these  im- 
provements on  taxpayers  and  on  the  general  econ- 
omy. 

This  extensive  study  of  the  social  security  pro- 
gram was  initiated  at  the  request  of  President 
Johnson.  On  March  15, 1966,  the  President  signed 
the  Tax  Adjustment  Act  of  1966,  which  included 
the  provision  of  special  payments  under  the  social 
security  program  to  certain  uninsured  individuals 
aged  72  and  over.  The  President  announced  at 
that  time  that  he  had  directed  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  "to  complete  a 
study  of  ways  and  means  of  making  social  security 
benefits  more  adequate — while  keeping  the  pro- 
gram financially  sound/'  The  proposals  resulting 
from  this  study  were  to  be  ready  for  the  President 
to  present  to  the  90th  Congress,  which  was  sched- 
uled to  convene  in  January  1967.  In  a  speech 
before  members  of  the  National  Council  of  Senior 
Citizens  on  June  3,  1966,  the  President  reaffirmed 
his  intention  to  recommend  improvements  in  so- 
cial security  benefit  levels,  saying  that  this  would 
be  "a  major  objective  of  this  administration." 

During  the  summer  of  1966,  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  conducted 
studies  and  investigations  into  the  most  vitally 
needed  improvements  to  the  program  and  the  best 
methods  of  financing  these  improvements. 

On  October  12,  1966,  President  Johnson  gave 
an  address  at  the  Annual  Honor  Awards  Cere- 
mony of  the  Social  Security  Administration  con- 
ducted at  the  headquarters  in  Woodlawn,  Mary- 
land. In  that  address  he  announced  some  of  the 
major  aspects  of  the  social  security  proposals  to 
be  included  in  his  recommendations  to  Congress. 
Foremost  was  a  proposal  for  an  increase  in  social 
security  benefits  averaging  "at  least  10  percent." 
In  addition,  a  special  minimum  monthly  benefit 
of  $100  for  workers  regularly  employed  for  25 
years  in  jobs  covered  under  social  security,  a 
liberalized  retirement  test,  and  health  insurance 
for  social  security  disability  beneficiaries  were 
recommended.  President  Johnson  emphasized 
that  this  was  not  an  inclusive  list  and  that  more 
proposals  would  be  recommended  to  the  new 
Congress.  He  also  took  that  occasion  to  laud  the 
Social  Security  Administration  on  its  work  in 
implementing  the  Medicare  program. 


Under  revised  estimates  for  the  cash  benefits 
program  made  in  the  summer  of  1966,  almost  75 
percent  of  the  cost  of  the  proposals  in  the  Presi- 
dent's speech  could  be  financed  under  the  schedule 
of  contribution  rates  set  by  the  1965  amendments. 
The  cash  benefits  program  had  a  favorable  actu- 
arial balance  under  the  new  cost  estimates  that 
took  into  account  higher  earnings  levels  and  other 
favorable  factors  that  had  developed  since  the 
estimates  on  which  the  1965  legislation  was  based 
were  made.  The  new  estimates  indicated  that  the 
regular  cash  benefits  part  of  the  program  was 
overfinanced  by  about  three-fourths  of  1  percent 
of  the  taxable  payroll — an  amount  sufficient  to 
finance  about  an  8-percent  increase  in  cash  bene- 
fits. 

The  news  that  an  8-percent  benefit  increase 
could  be  enacted  immediately  without  any  addi- 
tional financing  caused  a  sudden  flurry  of  Con- 
gressional activity  concerning  social  security  legis- 
lation in  the  closing  days  of  the  89th  Congress. 
In  the  week  following  the  President's  address, 
several  bills  were  introduced  in  Congress  to  in- 
crease social  security  benefits.  The  House  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  held  executive  sessions 
during  that  week  and,  at  the  conclusion  of  these 
sessions,  Chairman  Mills  announced  that  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  had  decided  to  postpone 
further  consideration  on  social  security  proposals 
until  the  new  Congress  convened  the  following 
year.  Chairman  Mills  stated  the  Committee's  view 
that  there  should  be  public  hearings  concerning 
the  proposals  and  that  there  was  not  time  to  con- 
duct hearings  before  adjournment. 


PRESIDENT'S  RECOMMENDATIONS  TO  CONGRESS 

On  January  23,  1967,  President  Johnson  sent 
to  Congress  his  special  Message  on  Older  Amer- 
icans. This  message  embodied  the  President's 
recommendations  concerning  elderly  citizens, 
which  he  had  outlined  in  his  State  of  the  Union 
Address  given  on  January  10. 

Included  among  the  President's  recommenda- 
tion for  social  security  were: 

(1)  A  benefit  increase  of  at  least  15  percent  for 
everyone  on  the  rolls. 

(2)  An  increase  in  the  regular  minimum  monthly 
benefit  from  $44  to  $70. 
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(3)  A  special  minimum  monthly  benefit  of  $100  for 
workers  with  25  years  of  coverage. 

(4)  An  increase  to  $50  a  month  for  the  "special 
age-72"  payments. 

(5)  Cash  benefits  for  disabled  widows. 

(6)  Increase  in  the  annual  exempt  amount  under  the 
retirement  test  to  $1,680  and  in  the  $l-for-$2  adjust- 
ment span  to  $2,880. 

(7)  Broaden  coverage  of  agricultural  employees. 

(8)  Transfer  credits  to  social  security  for  Federal 
employment  under  the  civil-service  or  foreign-service 
retirement  systems  if  benefits  are  not  payable  under 
the  system  when  the  worker  retires,  becomes  dis- 
abled, or  dies. 

(9)  Health  insurance  for  social  security  disability 
beneficiaries,  and  a  comprehensive  study  by  the  De- 
partment of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  of  the 
problem  of  including  the  cost  of  prescription  drugs 
under  Medicare. 

(10)  A  3-step  increase  in  the  contribution  and  bene- 
fit base  to  $7,800  in  1968,  $9,000  in  1971,  and  $10,800 
in  1974. 

(11)  Increases  in  the  scheduled  contribution  rates 
for  cash  benefits  resulting  in  an  ultimate  rate  of  5.0 
percent  in  1973  for  employees  and  employers  each 
instead  of  4.85  percent  (but  no  increase  in  the  ulti- 
mate contribution  rate  for  the  self-employed  of  7.0 
percent). 


ACTION  IN  THE  HOUSE 

On  February  20,  Chairman  Mills  introduced — 
on  behalf  of  the  Administration — H.R.  5710,  em- 
bodying the  President's  recommendations  as  out- 
lined in  the  Message  on  Older  Americans,  along 
with  a  great  many  other,  less  significant  benefit 
improvements  and  a  number  of  technical  changes. 

On  March  1,  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
began  consideration  of  H.R.  5710  by  conducting 
public  hearings  on  the  proposals  with  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  John  W. 
Gardner  as  the  first  witness  for  the  Administra- 
tion. The  public  hearings  ended  on  April  11  and 
the  Committee  went  into  executive  sessions  on 
the  bill  the  following  day.  The  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  conducted  more  than  60  sessions  of 
executive  hearings  during  the  following  months. 
The  Committee  explored  in  detail  the  various 
provisions  of  the  bill — some  76  social  security 
and  welfare  provisions — and  also  examined  vari- 
ous alternative  and  additional  legislative  pro- 
posals. 

Chairman  Mills  introduced  H.R.  12080  on  Au- 
gust 3  (cosponsored  by  Representative  John  W. 
Byrnes,  the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 


Ways  and  Means  Committee) ,  which  reflected  the 
Committee's  decisions  concerning  the  President's 
recommendations.  H.R.  12080  was  reported  to 
the  House  of  Representatives  by  the  Committee 
on  August  7  and  was  passed  by  the  House  after 
2  days  of  debate  on  August  17,  with  only  minor 
technical  amendments  by  a  vote  of  415  to  3. 

The  major  social  security  cash-benefits  provi- 
sions of  the  House  bill  were  as  follows: 

(1)  A  benefit  increase  of  12%  percent  with  a  $50 
minimum  (rather  than  15  percent  and  a  $70  min- 
imum as  recommended  by  the  President)  ; 

(2)  Special  age-72  payments  of  $40  (rather  than 

$50)  ; 

(3)  Benefits  for  disabled  widows  and  widowers  with 
the  benefits  reduced  and  payable  only  at  or  after 
age  50; 

(4)  Liberalized  eligibility  requirements  for  the  de- 
pendents and  survivors  of  women  workers ; 

(5)  An  increase  in  the  annual  exempt  amount  in  the 
retirement  test  to  $1,680; 

(6)  Extension  to  all  workers  disabled  before  age  31 
of  the  alternative  insured-status  test  provision  now 
provided  workers  disabled  by  blindness  before  age 
31  for  both  freeze  and  benefit  purposes ; 

(7)  A  clarification  of  the  basic  definition  of  dis- 
ability ; 

(8)  Additional  noncontributory  social  security  wage 
credits  of  $100  a  month  for  active  military  service ; 

(9)  Coverage  of  clergymen  and  members  of  religious 
orders  (including  those  under  vows  of  poverty)  auto- 
matically unless  they  elect  to  be  excluded  on  grounds 
of  conscience ; 

(10)  Liberalization  of  the  reduction  of  social  se- 
curity disability  benefits  for  certain  people  also  re- 
ceiving workmen's  compensation ; 

(11)  A  one-step  increase  in  the  contribution  and 
benefit  base  to  $7,600  in  1968  (rather  than  three  steps 
ultimately  reaching  $10,800). 

Several  significant  cash  benefit  proposals  con- 
tained in  H.R.  5710  were  not  in  H.R.  12080  as 
passed  by  the  House.  Among  these  are: 

(1)  The  $100  special  minimum  benefit; 

(2)  Transfer  of  Federal  employment  credits; 

( 3 )  Broader  coverage  of  agricultural  employees  ; 

(4)  Cash  benefits  for  the  parents  of  retired  and  dis- 
abled workers  and  benefits  for  children  who  lived 
with  and  were  dependent  on  workers  who  were  not 
their  parents. 

H.R.  12080  also  contained  a  number  of  changes 
in  the  health  insurance  provisions  of  H.R.  5710. 
The  House-passed  bill  did  not  contain  any  pro- 
vision for  covering  the  disabled  under  Medicare. 
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In  its  report  on  the  bill,  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  stated  that  a  major  factor  in  the 
Committee's  decision  not  to  include  the  Adminis- 
tration's recommendation  was  that  data  which 
first  became  available  while  the  proposal  was 
being  considered  indicated  that  the  per  capita 
cost  of  providing  health  insurance  for  the  disabled 
would  be  considerably  higher  than  the  cost  of 
providing  it  for  the  aged.  The  estimated  dif- 
ference between  the  cost  of  Medicare  for  the  dis- 
abled and  for  the  aged  raised  questions  on  the 
most  equitable  way  of  financing  Medicare  cover- 
age— especially  medical  insurance  coverage,  half 
the  total  cost  of  which  is  met  by  the  beneficiaries 
themselves.  The  Committee  deferred  action  on 
the  proposal  recommending  extension  of  Medi- 
care to  the  disabled,  and,  instead,  included  in  H.R. 
12080  a  provision  under  which  an  Advisory 
Council  would  be  appointed  to  study  the  ques- 
tion of  extending  Medicare  to  the  disabled,  in- 
cluding ways  of  financing  this  protection.  Recog- 
nizing that  there  was  a  problem  with  regard  to 
the  financing  of  medical  insurance  protection  for 
the  disabled,  the  Administration  modified  its 
recommendations  in  the  Senate  to  request  that 
hospital  insurance  protection  be  extended  to  the 
disabled  immediately  and  that  further  study  be 
made  of  the  possible  methods  of  financing  supple- 
mentary medical  insurance  protection  for  the  dis- 
abled. 

Other  health  insurance  changes  in  the  House 
bill  included: 

(1)  Addition  of  a  provision  under  which  the  number 
of  days  of  inpatient  hospital  services  covered  in  a 
spell  of  illness  would  be  increased  from  90  to  120 
days. 

(2)  Addition  of  new  medical  insurance  payment  pro- 
cedures under  which  the  physician,  or  the  patient 
if  the  physician  fails  to  submit  a  proper  claim,  could 
in  certain  circumstances  be  reimbursed  on  the  basis 
of  an  unpaid,  itemized  bill. 

(3)  Addition  of  a  provision  under  which  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  would  be 
given  authority  to  experiment  with  alternative 
methods  of  reimbursing  hospitals  under  titles  V, 
XVIII,  and  XIX  which  would  provide  incentives  to 
keep  costs  down  while  maintaining  quality  of  care. 

(4)  Addition  of  a  provision  under  which  the  Secre- 
tary would  be  required  to  conduct  a  study  of  the 
need  for,  and  make  recommendations  on,  the  cover- 
age of  services  of  additional  types  of  health  prac- 
titioners under  the  supplementary  medical  insur- 
ance program. 

(5)  Addition  of  a  provision  under  which  physical 
therapy  services  furnished  to  an  outpatient  in  his 


home  under  the  supervision  of  a  hospital  would  be 
covered  under  the  supplementary  medical  insurance 
program. 

(6)  Deletion  of  the  provision  which  would  require 
the  coordination  of  medicare  reimbursement  with 
State  health  facility  planning. 

(7)  Deletion  of  the  provision  under  which  the  pro- 
hibition against  health  insurance  payments  to  Fed- 
eral providers  of  services  would  be  eliminated. 

(8)  Revision  of  provisions  of  H.R.  5710  simplifying 
Medicare  reimbursement.  The  revision  included  pro- 
visions ( a )  making  the  medical  insurance  deductible 
and  coinsurance  provisions  inapplicable  to  charges 
for  radiology  and  pathology  services  furnished  by 
physicians  to  hospital  inpatients  and  (b)  consoli- 
dating all  coverage  of  outpatient  hospital  services 
under  the  medical  insurance  program. 

Shortly  after  House  passage  of  H.R.  12080  on 
August  17,  the  Chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Finance,  Russell  B.  Long,  announced  that  it 
would  hold  public  hearings  on  the  bill  beginning 
on  Tuesday,  August  22.  The  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  was  the  first  witness  at 
these  hearings.  Secretary  Gardner  recommended 
the  restoration  in  the  bill  of  the  more  liberal  cash 
benefit  provisions  originally  proposed  by  the 
Administration,  including  the  larger  benefit  in- 
creases, future  step  increases  in  the  contribu- 
tion and  benefit  base  to  $10,800,  and  removal  of 
the  age  restriction  and  reduction  in  benefits  in  the 
provision  relating  to  disabled  widows  and 
widowers.  The  Secretary  also  urged  the  Com- 
mittee to  include  a  provision  for  making  hospital 
insurance  benefits  available  to  disabled  bene- 
ficiaries. 

Public  hearings  on  H.R.  12080  before  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  lasted  until  September  26  at 
which  time  the  Committee  went  into  executive 
sessions  on  the  bill. 


EXTENSION  OF  SMI  GENERAL 
ENROLLMENT  PERIOD 

As  consideration  of  H.R.  12080  by  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee  continued  into  September, 
concern  was  expressed  over  the  effect  the  pending 
legislation  might  have  on  the  premium  rate  for 
the  supplementary  medical  insurance  program 
(SMI)  which  was  scheduled  to  be  announced 
before  October  1.  If,  as  appeared  very  likely  at 
that  time,  the  pending  legislation  were  not  en- 
acted before  October  1,  a  premium  rate  announced 
in  September  would  have  had  to  be  based  on 
existing  law.  Some  provision  then  might  later 
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have  been  needed  to  modify  the  premium  in  order 
to  recognize  the  cost  of  the  SMI  provisions  under 
the  amended  law. 

In  the  absence  of  a  change  in  the  October- 
December  1967  general  enrollment  period,  the 
late  enactment  of  the  major  social  security  legis- 
lation then  pending  could  have  had  several 
untoward  results.  It  could,  for  instance,  have 
meant  that  the  pending  legislation  could  not  be 
taken  into  account  by  persons  deciding  whether  or 
not  to  enroll  or  to  terminate  their  coverage. 
Many  people  might  have  failed  to  make  their 
decision  before  the  end-of-the-year  deadline. 
Furthermore,  it  would  not  have  been  possible  to 
arrange  for  the  preparation  and  distribution  of 
informational  materials  about  the  new  legislation 
needed  by  potential  enrollees  to  make  an  informed 
choice. 

Consequently,  on  Wednesday,  September  20, 
Representative  Mills,  Chairman  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  introduced  a  bill, 
H.R.  13026,  which  made  both  permanent  and 
temporary  changes  in  the  schedule  for  announcing 
the  premium  rate  and  in  the  general  enrollment 
periods.  The  temporary  provision  extended  to 
March  31,  1968,  the  1967  general  enrollment 
period,  scheduled  to  end  December  31,  1967.  The 
Secretary  could  postpone  announcement  of  the 
premium  rate  beyond  October  1  but  would  have 
to  announce  it  before  January  1,  1968.  The  cur- 
rent $3  a  month  premium  rate  would  continue 
through  March  31,  1968,  with  the  new  premium 
rate  taking  effect  the  following  April  1.  (The 
new  premium  rate  of  $4  was  announced  on  De- 
cember 30,  1967. 

The  bill  also  permanently  changed  the  dates 
of  future  general  enrollment  periods  to  January- 
March  of  each  year,  rather  than  October-Decem- 
ber of  every  odd-numbered  year.  The  premium 
rate  announcements  and  effective  dates  were  also 
changed  to  provide  that  the  premium  would  be 
announced  in  December  of  each  year,  to  take 
effect  the  following  April  1. 

After  a  brief  hearing,  the  Committee  deleted 
the  permanent  changes  made  by  the  bill  and 
reported  out  H.R.  13026  with  only  the  temporary 
changes.  (The  permanent  changes  were  later  in- 
corporated into  H.R.  12080.)  The  bill  was  passed 
by  the  House  of  Representatives  by  voice  vote 
on  September  27,  and  by  unanimous  consent  of 
the  Senate  on  the  next  day.  It  was  signed  as 


Public  Law  90-97  by  President  Johnson  on  Sep- 
tember 30,  1967. 


THE  FINANCE  COMMITTEE  BILL 

The  Finance  Committee's  executive  sessions  on 
H.R.  12080  were  conducted  from  October  4  to 
November  14,  at  which  time  the  Committee  bill 
was  reported  to  the  Senate.  The  Senate  Finance 
Committee  bill  contained  several  of  the  cash- 
benefit  provisions  as  they  had  been  recommended 
by  the  Administration  rather  than  as  they  had 
been  modified  by  the  House.  They  include: 

(1)  A  15-percent  benefit  increase,  with  a  $70  min- 
ruum ; 

(2)  A  three-step  increase  in  the  contribution  and 
benefit  base  to  $8,000  in  1968,  to  $8,800  in  1969,  and 
to  $10,800  in  1972 ; 

(3)  An  increase  to  $50  in  the  special  age-72  pay- 
ments ; 

(4)  Full-rate    benefits   for   disabled    widows  and 
widowers  regardless  of  age. 

The  Finance  Committee  also  added  a  number  of 
provisions  to  H.R.  12080  and  made  changes  in 
others.  The  major  additions  and  modifications  in 
the  cash  benefits  area  include : 

(1)  Eligibility  age  for  benefits  was  lowered  from 
age  62  to  60  for  all  categories  of  aged  beneficiaries, 
with  the  benefits  payable  before  age  62  reduced  ac- 
cording to  the  principles  applied  to  benefits  payable 
before  age  65. 

(2)  An  increase  in  the  annual  exempt  amount  of 
the  retirement  test  to  $1,680  for  1968  and  a  further 
increase  in  the  exempt  amount  to  $2,000  for  1969 
were  provided. 

(3)  Child's  insurance  benefits  were  made  available 
to  a  disabled  son  or  daughter  if  his  disability  began 
before  age  22  rather  than  age  18  under  prior  law. 

(4)  Disability  insurance  benefits  were  provided  for 
those  blind  persons  who  have  at  least  6  quarters  of 
coverage,  without  regard  to  their  ability  to  work. 

(5)  A  provision  under  which  a  child's  benefits  would 
not  stop  when  the  child  married  if  the  child  was 
under  age  22  and  a  full-time  student  and,  in  the 
case  of  a  girl,  if  her  husband  was  also  a  full-time 
student,  was  added. 

(6)  Coverage  was  extended  to  domestic  employment 
performed  in  an  employer-employee  relationship  by  a 
parent  for  his  son  or  daughter  in  circumstances  in 
which  it  may  be  assumed  that  there  is  a  need  for 
the  parent  to  perform  the  work. 

(7)  A  number  of  modifications  were  made  in  the 
provisions  under  which  State  and  local  government 
employees  are  covered. 

(8)  The  provision  for  coverage  of  clergymen  was 
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modified  by  deleting  the  proposed  extension  of  cov- 
erage to  members  of  religious  orders  who  have  taken 
a  vow  of  poverty. 

Changes  in  the  health  insurance  provisions  of 
the  House-approved  bill  adopted  by  the  Commit- 
tee include  the  following: 

(1)  A  provision  permitting  benefits  for  physicians' 
services  to  be  paid  to  the  patient  on  the  basis  of 
an  unpaid  bill  was  substituted  for  the  similar  but 
more  complex  provision  in  the  House  bill. 

(2)  A  provision  for  a  lifetime  reserve  of  60  days  of 
inpatient  hospital  benefits  to  be  available  when  the 
beneficiary  has  exhausted  the  90  days  of  care  covered 
in  a  "spell  of  illness"  was  substituted  for  a  provision 
in  the  House  bill  that  would  increase  to  120  the 
number  of  days  of  inpatient  hospital  care  covered 
during  a  "spell  of  illness." 

(3)  Adoption  of  the  provision  in  the  House  bill  to 
expand  the  definition  of  physician  to  include  a  doc- 
tor of  podiatry  and  further  expansion  of  the  defini- 
tion to  include  a  licensed  chiropractor  and  a  doctor 
of  optometry. 

(4)  A  provision  to  permit  the  beneficiary  to  receive 
partial  benefits  for  services  received  in  certain  non- 
participating  hospitals  if  the  patient  was  admitted 
before  1968  and  a  similar  provision  with  respect  to 
emergency  admissions  occurring  after  1967. 

(5)  Addition  of  a  provision  to  permit  payment  to 
the  beneficiary  for  inpatient  hospital  services  fur- 
nished in  a  country  contiguous  to  the  United  States 
by  a  hospital  not  more  than  50  miles  from  the  United 
States  border  and  more  accessible  than  the  nearest 
suitable  United  States  hospital. 

(6)  Expansion  of  the  additional  coverage  of  phys- 
ical therapy  services  provided  in  the  House  bill  to 
include  coverage  of  outpatient  physical  therapy 
services  under  the  SMI  program  when  they  are 
furnished  by  or  under  the  supervision  of  providers 
of  services,  approved  clinics  or  rehabilitation  centers, 
and  local  public  health  agencies. 

(7)  Addition  of  a  provision  to  permit  States  to 
purchase  hospital  insurance  coverage  for  State  and 
local  government  employees  (and  their  dependents 
aged  65  or  over)  who  do  not  otherwise  have  such 
protection. 

(8)  Addition  of  a  provision  under  which  the  gen- 
eral enrollment  periods  of  the  SMI  program  would 
be  placed  on  an  annual  basis,  rather  than  biennial, 
and  run  from  January  1  through  March  31,  instead 
of  October  1  through  December  31  as  under  the  old 
law. 

(9)  Addition  of  a  provision,  similar  to  one  in  H.R. 
5710,  under  which  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  would  take  into  account  any  dis- 
approval by  State  agencies  carrying  on  planning 
under  the  Partnership  for  Health  Act  of  expendi- 
tures by  hospitals  or  other  health  facilities  for  major 
capital  items  in  determining  the  "reasonable  cost" 
of  covered  services  provided  to  individuals  under 
titles  V,  XVIII,  and  XIX  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 

(10)  Expansion  of  the  provision  in  the  House  bill 
for  incentive  reimbursement  experimentation  to 
health  care  organizations  under  titles  V,  XVIII,  and 


XIX  to  provide  authority  for  experimenting  with 
alternative  reimbursement  methods  for  physicians' 
services. 

(11)  Addition  of  a  provision  to  require  the  Secre- 
tary to  study  and  report  to  the  Congress  before 
January  1,  1969,  the  possible  effects  of  enacting  pro- 
posals to  cover  prescription  drugs  under  Medicare 
and  to  establish,  utilizing  a  formulary  committee, 
quality  and  cost  control  standards  for  drugs  pro- 
vided under  the  Federal-State  assistance  programs 
and  the  hospital  insurance  part  of  Medicare. 


ACTION  ON  THE  SENATE  FLOOR 

On  November  15,  the  Senate  began  considera- 
tion of  the  bill  reported  by  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee. During  the  Senate  debate,  which  concluded 
on  November  22,  a  number  of  amendments  were 
adopted,  including  the  following: 

(1)  Revision  of  the  liberalization  of  the  retirement 
test  to  provide  for  a  $2,400  annual  exempt  amount 
and  a  $l-for-$2  reduction  applicable  to  annual  earn- 
ings between  $2,400  and  $3,600. 

(2)  Payment  of  benefits  to  a  wife  or  mother  with 
an  entitled  child  aged  18-22  in  her  care  if  that  child 
is  entitled  to  benefits  as  a  full-time  student  and  is 
in  an  elementary  or  secondary  school. 

(3)  Elimination  of  all  substantive  language  clarify- 
ing the  definition  of  disability. 

(4)  Benefits  for  children  who  were  legally  adopted 
by  a  worker  after  he  became  entitled  to  disability 
benefits  under  certain  conditions. 

(5)  Study  by  the  Social  Security  Administration  on 
the  question  of  providing  an  increase  in  social  secur- 
ity benefit  amounts  for  people  who  delay  their  retire- 
ment. 

(6)  Disability  benefits  for  a  blind  individual  with 
at  least  6  quarters  of  coverage  even  if  he  is  engaging 
in  substantial  gainful  activity. 

(7)  Limitation  on  payment  for  drugs  under  the 
hospital  insurance  program  (and  under  title  XIX) 
to  "qualified  drugs,"  mainly  those  to  be  listed  in  a 
formulary  set  up  by  a  Formulary  Committee,  and 
establishment  of  a  "reasonable  charge"  basis  for 
determining  the  amount  of  benefits  payable  for  drugs 
after  June  30,  1970. 

(8)  Option  for  providers  of  services  for  reimburse- 
ment on  the  basis  of  the  average  per  diem  costs  for 
persons  of  all  ages  (rather  than  on  the  often  lower 
costs  for  beneficiaries  aged  65  and  over)  or  on 
another  basis  that  would  assure  the  provider  rea- 
sonable cost  but  take  into  account  the  costs  incurred 
by  other  institutions  in  the  locality  for  comparable 
levels  of  care. 

(9)  Expansion  of  the  definition  of  "physician"  to 
include  a  State  licensed  or  certified  psychologist 

On  Wednesday,  November  22,  the  Senate  passed 
H.K.  12080  by  a  vote  of  78  to  6.  After  the  Thanks- 
giving recess,  on  December  5,  the  House  and 
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Senate  conferees  met  to  settle  the  differences  be- 
tween the  two  versions  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  reported  by  the  conferees  was  much 
closer  to  the  House-passed  bill  than  the  bill  as 
approved  by  the  Senate.  The  conference  commit- 
tee agreed  to  a  social  security  cash  benefit  increase 
of  13  percent  with  a  minimum  benefit  of  $55  and 
restored  various  welfare  provisions  of  the  House 
bill  that  the  Senate  had  deleted.  The  conference 
committee  report  was  then  quickly  agreed  to 
by  the  House  of  Representatives,  by  a  vote  of 
388  to  3.  On  December  15,  after  2  days  of  debate, 
the  Senate  approved  the  report  by  a  vote  of  62 
to  14.  On  January  2,  1968,  H.R.  12080  was  signed 
by  President  Johnson  and  became  Public  Law 
90-248. 

Summary  of  Major  Provisions: 
OASDI  Amendments 


BENEFITS 

General  Benefit  Increase 

The  law  provides  an  increase  in  benefit  pay- 
ments averaging  14  percent,  with  an  across-the- 
board  increase  in  cash  benefits  of  at  least  13  per- 
cent beginning  February  1968  and  an  increase 
in  the  minimum  primary  insurance  amount  from 
$44  to  $45.  The  average  monthly  benefit  paid  to 
all  retired  workers  (with  or  without  dependents) 
already  on  the  rolls  is  increased  from  $86  to  $98. 
The  increase  for  a  retired  worker  with  no  depend- 
ents is  from  $82  to  $94,  and  the  increase  for  a 
retired  worker  and  his  wife  is  from  $145  to  $164. 
Monthly  benefits  will  range  from  the  new  min- 
imum of  $55  to  a  maximum  of  $168.40  for  re- 
tired workers  on  the  rolls  in  January  1968,  who 
began  to  draw  benefits  at  age  65  or  later. 

The  increase  from  $6,600  to  $7,800  (effective 
January  1,  1968)  in  the  amount  of  annual  earn- 
ings that  is  taxable  and  that  can  be  used  in  the 
benefit  computation  results  in  an  ultimate  max- 
imum monthly  benefit  of  $218,  based  on  average 
monthly  earnings  of  $650.  The  higher  maximum 
retirement  benefit  will  be  payable  to  workers  who 
are  now  young  and  who  consequently  will  be 
paying  contributions  on  these  higher  amounts  of 
earnings  over  a  considerable  period  of  time  before 


they  retire.  The  higher  earnings  base  will  also 
increase  benefit  amounts  significantly  for  the  large 
proportion  of  older  current  contributors  earning 
above  $6,600  though  they  will  be  paying  on  these 
higher  amounts  for  a  shorter  time.  For  example, 
a  man  aged  50  in  1968  who  earns  $7,800  a  year 
until  he  is  65  (about  one-third  of  the  group  earn- 
ing above  $6,600  is  aged  50  or  older)  will  get  a 
benefit  of  $188.80  at  age  65—21.8  percent  higher 
than  he  could  have  gotten  under  the  old  law. 

Special  Payment  to  Those  Aged  72  and  Older 

The  special  payments  to  people  aged  72  and 
older  are  raised  from  $35  to  $40  a  month  for  a 
single  person  and  from  $52.50  to  $60  a  month 
for  a  couple. 

Limitation  on  Spouse's  Benefit 

The  law  limits  the  amounts  of  the  wife's,  de- 
pendent husband's,  remarried  widow's,  or  re- 
married widower's  insurance  benefit  to  a  max- 
imum of  $105.  This  limitation  does  not  affect 
anyone  now  on  the  rolls.  For  the  wives  of  workers 
retiring  at  age  65  the  limitation  has  no  effect 
until  2001.  For  the  wife  of  a  young  worker  who 
becomes  disabled  it  can  have  an  effect  beginning 
in  1970.  For  the  wife  of  a  person  who  works 
past  age  65  it  can  have  an  effect  beginning  in 
1972. 


Change  in  Retirement  Test 

Effective  for  taxable  years  ending  after  1967, 
a  beneficiary  can  have  annual  earnings  of  $1,680 
and  still  get  all  his  benefits  for  the  year;  if  his 
earnings  exceed  $1,680,  $1  in  benefits  will  be  with- 
held for  each  $2  of  annual  earnings  up  to  $2,880 
and  for  each  $1  of  earnings  thereafter.  He  will 
get  benefits,  regardless  of  the  amount  of  his 
annual  earnings,  for  any  month  in  which  he 
earns  $140  or  less  in  wages  and  does  not  render 
substantial  services  in  self-employment. 

Dependents  of  Women  Workers 

Dependency  of  a  child  on  his  mother. — The  law 
provides  that  a  child  would  be  deemed  dependent 
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on  his  mother  and  could  become  entitled  to  bene- 
fits based  on  her  earnings  if  at  the  time  she  died, 
retired,  or  became  disabled,  she  was  either  fully 
or  currently  insured.  Thus,  a  child  could  get  bene- 
fits based  on  his  mother's  earnings  record  under 
the  same  conditions  as  those  under  which  a  child 
can  become  entitled  to  benefits  based  on  his  father's 
earnings.  Under  present  law,  currently  insured 
status  (coverage  in  six  out  of  the  last  13  quar- 
ters ending  with  death,  retirement,  or  disability) 
is  required  unless  the  mother  was  actually  sup- 
porting the  child. 

Requirements  for  husbands  and  widower's  in- 
surance benefits. — The  law  removes  the  require- 
ment under  which  a  dependent  husband  or 
widower  may  become  entitled  to  social  security 
benefits  on  his  wife's  earnings  only  if  his  wife 
is  currently  insured  at  the  time  she  died,  became 
disabled,  or  retired. 

Expedited  benefit  -payments. — The  law  provides 
for  a  formal  method  of  expediting  payment  of 
retirement  and  survivors  insurance  benefits  on 
the  basis  of  a  written  request.  A  request  can  be 
filed  only  after  a  specified  time  has  elapsed  after 
the  last  requested  evidence  was  submitted  and, 
if  payments  are  due,  they  will  begin  within  15 
days  after  the  date  of  the  request.  The  provision 
is  effective  July  1,  1968. 

Simplification  of  certain  computations  using 
pre-1951  earnings.— The,  law  provides  for  a  sim- 
plified method  of  (a)  computing  benefits  when 
earnings  before  1951  are  included  in  the  compu- 
tation and  (b)  determining  quarters  of  coverage 
for  the  period  before  1951  when  quarters  of  cov- 
erage in  this  period  are  needed  to  establish  in- 
sured status.  Under  this  provision,  it  will  be 
possible  to  determine  insured  status  and  benefit 
amounts  through  electronic  processes  in  many 
cases  in  which  manual  processes  have  been  re- 
quired. 


Amendments  to  the  Disability  Program 

Benefits  for  disabled  widows  and  widowers. — 
The  law  provides  that  disabled  widows  (including 
divorced  wives)  and  disabled  dependent  widowers 
of  insured  workers  will  be  eligible  after  attain- 


ment of  age  50  for  reduced  benefits,  with  the 
amount  depending  on  the  age  at  which  entitle- 
ment begins.  A  disabled  widow  or  widower  en- 
titled to  benefits  at  age  50  will  receive  a  monthly 
benefit  amounting  to  50  percent  of  the  spouse's 
primary  insurance  amount.  Where  entitlement 
begins  at  a  later  age  the  monthly  benefit  amount 
will  range  from  up  to  7U/2  percent  of  the  primary 
insurance  amount  at  age  60  (the  same  proportion 
that  is  received  by  the  widow  who  chooses  to 
receive  actuarially  reduced  aged  widow's  bene- 
fits at  that  age)  to  821/2  percent  of  the  primary 
insurance  amount  at  age  62  (the  same  proportion 
as  the  full-rate  benefit  payable  to  the  aged  widow 
or  widower  at  that  age).  The  widow  or  widower 
must  have  become  totally  disabled  before  or 
within  7  years  after  the  spouse's  death,  or,  in  the 


Major  Accomplishments 
Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1965  and  1967 

1.  Total  social  security  benefits,  including  Medi- 
care payments,  rose  from  an  annual  rate  of  about 
$17  billion  to  an  annual  rate  of  about  $30  billion — 
an  increase  of  about  75  percent. 

2.  Medicare  was  created.  It  now  provides  hos- 
pital insurance  for  19%  million  people  aged  65 
and  older,  and  supplementary  medical  insurance  for 
17.9  million. 

3.  Cash  benefits  were  increased  an  average  of 
23  percent. 

4.  The  value  of  benefits,  when  Medicare  is  also 
counted,  increased  35  percent  for  the  average 
beneficiary. 

5.  The  minimum  cash  benefit  payable  at  age  65 
increased  37.5  percent — from  $40  to  $55. 

6.  The  amount  of  earnings  a  beneficiary  can  have 
in  a  year  without  causing  the  withholding  of  any 
benefits  increased  40  percent— from  $1,200  to  $1,680. 

7.  Annual  earnings  creditable  for  social  security 
purposes  increased  63  percent — from  $4,800  to 
$7,800. 

8.  The  ultimate  maximum  cash  benefit  for  a 
worker  contributing  on  the  basis  of  higher  credit- 
able earnings  increased  72  percent — from  $127  to 
$218. 

9.  Whole  new  categories  of  beneficiaries  were 
added.  These  included  students  18  to  22,  disabled 
widows  and  widowers  at  age  50,  and  certain  per- 
sons 72  and  older.  A  total  of  2,123,000  beneficiaries 
was  added  by  the  1965  and  1967  amendments : 
1,658,000  by  the  1965  legislation  (this  figure  in- 
cludes 730,000  entitled  under  a  provision  enacted  in 
1966),  and  465,000  by  the  1967  legislation. 


10 


SOCIAL  SECURITY 


case  of  a  widowed  mother,  before  or  within  7 
years  after  the  end  of  her  entitlement  to  benefits 
as  a  mother.  The  7-year  period  will  protect 
widows  and  widowers  until  they  have  had  a  rea- 
sonable opportunity  to  work  long  enough  to  be 
insured  for  disability  benefits  through  their  own 
earnings. 

The  test  of  disability  for  disabled  widows  and 
widowers  is  somewhat  more  restrictive  than  for 
disabled  workers  and  childhood  disability  bene- 
ficiaries. Determinations  of  disability  in  the  case 
of  a  widow  or  widower  will  be  made  solely  on  the 
level  of  severity  of  a  medically  determinable 
impairment  (without  regard  to  such  factors  as 
age,  education,  and  work  experience,  which  are 
considered  in  disabled  worker  cases).  The  dis- 
abling impairment  must  be  of  a  level  of  severity 
which  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre- 
tary is  deemed  to  be  sufficient  to  preclude  an 
individual  from  engaging  in  any  gainful  activity 
(as  distinguished  from  "substantial  gainful  ac- 
tivity"). Once  an  individual  meets  the  initial  test 
and  is  found  disabled,  he  would  be  considered  dis- 
abled as  long  as  his  impairment  precluded  his 
engaging  in  substantial  gainful  activity. 

Insured  status  for  workers  disabled  while 
young. — The  law  extends  to  all  workers  disabled 
before  age  31 — regardless  of  the  nature  of  their 
disability — the  alternative  insured-status  require- 
ment provided  under  previous  law  for  workers 
disabled  by  blindness  before  age  31.  Under  this 
alternative,  any  worker  disabled  after  attaining 
age  24  and  before  age  31  will  be  insured  for  dis- 
ability benefits  if  he  has  quarters  of  coverage  in 
at  least  half  the  calendar  quarters  elapsing  after 
attainment  of  age  21  and  up  to  and  including 
the  quarter  of  disablement.  Any  worker  disabled 
before  age  24  will  be  insured  if  he  has  quarters 
of  coverage  in  at  least  half  the  12  quarters  ending 
with  the  quarter  of  disablement. 

Liberalized  definition  of  blindness. — The  law 
substitutes  for  disability-freeze  purposes  the  less 
strict  definition  of  blindness  used  in  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  (central  visual  acuity  of  20/200 
or  less,  commonly  called  "industrial  blindness") 
for  the  present  statutory  definition  of  blindness 
(central  visual  acuity  of  5/200  or  less).  This 
definition  of  blindness  will  also  apply  for  benefit 
purposes  in  the  case  of  the  blind  worker  who  is 
aged  55  or  over  and  who  can  meet  the  alternative 


(occupational-type)  definition  of  disability.  The 
worker  under  age  55  who  is  industrially  blind  and 
able  to  establish  disability  for  freeze  purposes 
on  this  basis  will  still  have  to  meet  the  regular 
definition  of  disability — inability  to  engage  in 
any  substantial  gainful  activity — for  benefit  pur- 
poses. 

Extension  of  retroactivity  of  disability  appli- 
cations.— The  law  allows  36  months  (instead  of 
12  as  previously  allowed  for  disability  appli- 
cations) after  termination  of  disability  for  the 
filing  of  a  disability-freeze  application  by  an 
individual  whose  mental  or  physical  incapacity 
was  the  reason  for  his  failure  to  file  a  timely  ap- 
plication. Applications  filed  by  or  on  behalf  of 
such  individuals  within  the  extended  period 
would  not  result  in  additional  retroactive  benefits 
but  would  permit  the  time  during  which  the  indi- 
vidual was  disabled  to  be  disregarded  in  subse- 
quent determinations  of  whether  they  are  insured 
for  social  security  benefits  or  of  the  amount  of 
such  benefits. 

Definition  of  disability. — The  law  retains  the 
present  definition  of  disability  for  workers  and 
adults  disabled  since  childhood  and  adds  language 
that  clarifies  the  definition.  It  specifies  that  to  be 
found  disabled  an  individual  must  have  an  im- 
pairment so  severe  that  he  is  unable  to  engage  in 
any  kind  of  substantial  gainful  work  that  exists 
in  the  national  economy.  This  means  work  that 
exists  in  significant  numbers  in  the  region  in 
which  he  lives  or  in  several  regions  of  the  coun- 
try, but  without  regard  to  whether  a  specific  job 
vacancy  exists  for  him,  or  whether  he  would  be 
hired  if  he  had  applied  for  work.  The  clarifying 
language  will  better  enable  the  courts  to  inter- 
pret the  law  in  accordance  with  the  intent  of 
Congress.  This  more  detailed  definition  of  dis- 
ability is  consistent  with  existing  regulations  and 
policy.  The  effect  of  the  amendment  is  to  provide 
a  statutory  basis  for  these  regulations  and  poli- 
cies, thus  helping  to  assure  uniform  evaluation 
of  disability. 

Disability  benefits  affected  by  the  receipt  of 
workmen's  compensation. — The  law  amends  the 
provisions  that  limit  the  amount  of  social  security 
benefits  that  can  be  paid  to  a  disabled  worker  and 
his  family  when  he  is  also  eligible  for  workmen's 
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compensation.  In  some  cases,  social  security  dis- 
ability benefits  are  reduced  by  the  amount  by 
which  the  combined  social  security  and  workmen's 
compensation  benefits  exceed  80  percent  of  the 
disabled  worker's  average  monthly  earnings  dur- 
ing his  5  consecutive  years  of  highest  covered 
earnings  after  1950.  Under  previous  law,  this 
average  did  not  reflect  that  part  of  his  earnings 
in  excess  of  the  social  security  earnings  base. 
Thus,  for  a  disabled  worker  whose  actual  earnings 
in  covered  work  during  his  highest  5-year  period 
exceeded  the  earnings  base,  the  reduction  could 
result  in  combined  benefits  of  considerably  less 
than  80  percent  of  his  actual  previous  earnings. 
The  amendment  provides  for  inclusion  of  earn- 
ings in  excess  of  the  earnings  base  in  computing 
the  average  earnings  over  the  highest  5-year  pe- 
riod for  purposes  of  determining  the  amount  of 
combined  benefits  that  can  be  paid. 


COVERAGE 

Coverage  of  Clergyman 

The  services  that  a  clergyman,  Christian  Sci- 
ence practitioner,  or  member  of  a  religious  order 
(except  a  member  who  has  taken  a  vow  of  pov- 
erty) performs  in  the  exercise  of  his  profession 
will  be  covered  automatically  under  the  self- 
employment  provisions  unless,  within  specified 
time  limits,  he  submits  a  statement  that  he  is 
opposed  to  having  his  professional  services  cov- 
ered under  social  security  or  other  public  insur- 
ance on  grounds  of  religious  principles  or  con- 
science. Clergymen  who  elected  coverage  under 
previous  law  will  continue  to  be  covered. 


Additional  Wage  Credits  for  Servicemen 

The  covered  earnings  of  a  person  on  active  duty 
in  the  uniformed  services  (including  active  duty 
for  training)  will  be  deemed  to  be  $300  more  than 
his  basic  pay  in  a  calendar  quarter,  except  that 
the  deemed  additional  covered  earnings  will  be 
$100  when  his  basic  pay  in  a  calendar  quarter  is 
$100  or  less,  and  $200  when  his  basic  pay  in  a 
quarter  is  over  $100  but  is  not  over  $200.  The 
deemed  additional  covered  earnings  are  intended 
to  take  into  account  the  fact  that  the  regular  con- 


tributory social  security  coverage  of  a  serviceman 
reflects  only  his  basic  pay  and  does  not  include 
certain  cash  increments  or  the  substantial  value 
of  payments  in  kind,  generally  counted  as  wages 
in  other  covered  employment.  The  social  security 
trust  funds  will  be  reimbursed  from  general  reve- 
nues for  the  additional  cost  of  paying  the  bene- 
fits resulting  from  this  provision. 


Retirement  Income  of  Retired  Partners 

Certain  partnership  income  of  retired  partners 
will  no  longer  be  taxed  or  credited  for  social 
security  purposes.  The  provision  specifies  certain 
conditions  that  must  be  met  to  assure  that  the 
income  is  in  fact  retirement  income. 


Exemption  From  Social  Security  Tax  for 
Members  of  Religious  Sects 

The  time  is  extended  for  filing  for  exemption 
from  the  social  security  self-employment  tax  by 
members  of  religious  sects  (mainly,  the  Old  Order 
Amish)  conscientiously  objecting  to  insurance. 
Those  who  had  self-employment  income  for  tax- 
able years  ended  before  December  31,  1967,  have 
until  December  31,  1968,  to  file  for  exemption. 
For  those  who  first  receive  self-employment  in- 
come in  a  taxable  year  ending  on  or  after  Decem- 
ber 31,  1967,  an  application  for  exemption  will  be 
timely  if  filed  by  the  due  date  for  the  income  tax 
return  for  the  year  in  question;  it  will  also  be 
valid  if  filed  within  3  months  following  the  month 
in  which  the  person  is  notified  by  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service  that  a  timely  application  has  not 
been  filed. 


Family  Employment 

Domestic  service  by  a  parent  in  the  employ  of 
his  son  or  daughter  is  covered  when  it  may  be 
assumed  that  there  is  a  need  for  the  parent  to 
perform  the  work.  The  employment  will  be 
covered  in  a  calendar  quarter  if  the  employer 
has  in  his  home  a  son  or  daughter  who  is  under 
age  18  or  has  a  physical  or  mental  condition  that 
requires  the  personal  care  of  an  adult  for  at  least 
•4  continuous  weeks  in  the  quarter,  and  the  em- 
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ployer  either  is  widowed  or  divorced,  and  has 
not  remarried,  or  has  a  spouse  in  the  home  who 
is  incapable  of  caring  for  the  employer's  son  or 
daughter  for  at  least  4  continuous  weeks  in  the 
quarter. 

Exclusion  of  Certain  Payments  under 
Employer-Established  Plans 

Payments  made  to  an  employee  or  any  of  his 
dependents  are  excluded  from  the  definition  of 
wages,  for  social  security  credits  and  tax  pur- 
poses, if  (a)  the  payments  are  made  pursuant 
to  an  employer  plan;  (b)  the  payments  begin 
upon  or  after  the  termination  of  the  employee's 
employment;  and  (c)  the  termination  was  be- 
cause of  death,  or  retirement  for  disability  or  at 
an  age  specified  in  a  plan  of  the  employer.  The 
exclusion  does  not  apply  to  any  payment  which 
would  have  been  made  even  if  the  employment 
relationship  had  not  been  terminated,  or  to  any 
payment  made  upon  or  after  termination  of  em- 
ployment, if  such  termination  is  for  any  reason 
other  than  death,  or  retirement  because  of  age 
or  disability. 


State  and  Local  Government  Employees 

Several  improvements  were  made  in  the  cover- 
age of  State  and  local  government  employees. 
These  changes  include  (1)  providing  for  com- 
pulsory coverage  (under  the  self -employment  pro- 
visions) of  employees  compensated  solely  on  a 
fee  basis,  if  the  State  does  not  cover  them;  (2) 
adding  Illinois  to  the  States  that  may  extend 
coverage  under  the  "divided  retirement  system" 
and  Puerto  Rico  to  the  States  that  may  cover 
policemen  and  firemen  who  are  under  a  State  or 
local  retirement  system;  and  (3)  providing  for 
the  coverage  of  firemen,  on  a  restricted  basis,  in 
the  States  where  such  coverage  is  not  otherwise 
permitted. 


Other  Cash  Benefit  Changes 

Benefits  for  child  adopted  by  surviving  spouse. 
— The  law  provides  that  a  child  adopted  by  the 
surviving  spouse  of  a  worker  may  qualify  for 
benefits  on  the  worker's  earnings  record  if  adop- 


tion proceedings  had  begun  before  the  worker 
died,  even  if  the  adoption  is  not  completed  within 
2  years  after  the  worker's  death. 

Benefits  for  child  adopted  by  disabled  worker. 
— The  law  provides  that  a  child  who  was  legally 
adopted  by  a  worker  after  he  became  entitled  to 
disability  benefits  may  receive  child's  benefits  if 
all  the  following  conditions  are  met:  (1)  the 
adoption  was  supervised  by  a  child-placement 
agency;  (2)  the  adoption  was  decreed  by  a  court 
of  competent  jurisdiction  within  the  United 
States;  (3)  the  adopting  parent  had  continuously 
resided  in  the  United  States  for  at  least  1  year 
before  the  date  of  adoption;  and  (4)  the  child 
was  under  age  18  when  the  adoption  took  place. 

Overpayments. — The  law  provides  that,  when 
the  person  who  received  an  overpayment  is  alive, 
the  overpaid  benefits  may  be  recovered  by  re- 
quiring the  beneficiary  to  refund  the  overpayment 
or  by  withholding  the  benefits  payable  to  him  or 
to  any  other  person  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same 
earnings  record.  (Under  present  law  this  is 
specifically  authorized  only  in  death  cases.)  In 
addition,  any  beneficiary  who  is  liable  for  repay- 
ment of  an  overpayment,  whether  such  payment 
was  made  to  him  or  to  another  person,  will  be 
able  to  qualify  for  waiver  of  recovery  of  the 
overpaid  amount  if  he  is  without  fault,  and  if 
he  meets  the  other  conditions  prescribed  in  the 
law. 

Under  another  provision,  benefits  paid  on  the 
basis  of  erroneous  official  reports  of  death  issued 
by  the  Department  of  Defense  would  be  lawful 
payments  for  months  before  the  reports  are  cor- 
rected. 

Underpayments. — The  law  provides  that  pay- 
ment of  any  amounts  due  an  individual  under  the 
cash  benefits  program  that  are  not  paid  before  his 
death  are  to  be  made  in  the  following  uniform 
order  to:  (1)  Spouse  living  with  the  deceased 
individual  at  the  time  of  his  death  or  spouse  not 
living  with  him  but  entitled  to  benefits  on  the 
same  earnings  record,  (2)  child  entitled  to  benefits 
on  the  same  earnings  record,  (3)  parent  entitled 
to  benefits  on  the  same  earnings  record,  (4)  spouse 
who  was  neither  entitled  to  benefits  on  the  same 
earnings  record  nor  living  with  the  deceased 
individual,  (5)  child  not  entitled  to  benefits  on 
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the  same  earnings  record,  (6)  parent  not  entitled 
to  benefits  on  the  same  earnings  record,  and 
(7)  legal  representative  of  the  individual's  es- 
tate, if  any. 

Limitation  on  payment  of  benefits  to  aliens  out- 
side the  United  States. — Under  the  old  law,  an 
alien  who  was  outside  the  United  States  for  6 
consecutive  months  had  his  benefits  withheld 
under  certain  conditions.  The  new  law  changes 
this  provision  so  that,  for  purposes  of  the  6-month 
provision,  an  alien  who  is  outside  the  United 
States  for  more  than  30  days  will  be  considered 
outside  the  United  States  until  he  returns  to  the 
United  States  for  30  consecutive  days.  As  under 
the  old  law,  once  the  6-month  period  has  elapsed 
and  benefits  have  been  suspended,  a  person  would 
have  to  return  to  the  United  States  for  a  full 
calendar  month  in  order  for  his  benefits  to  be 
resumed. 

The  new  law  also  provides  that  the  10-year- 
residence  and  40-quarters-of-coverage  exceptions 
to  the  alien  nonpayment  provisions  will  not  apply 
after  June  1968  to  any  alien  who  is  a  citizen  of 
a  country  that  has  a  social  security  system  of  gen- 
eral applicability  under  which  benefits  would  not 
be  paid  to  United  States  citizens  who  are  living 
outside  that  country.  (Payment  will  continue  to 
be  made  under  certain  circumstances  to  a  person 
who  is  a  citizen  of  a  country  that  has  no  gen- 
erally applicable  social  security  system.) 

In  addition,  benefits  will  not  be  payable  for 
months  after  June  1968  to  an  alien  living  in  a 
country  in  which  the  Treasury  ban  on  payments 
is  in  effect  with  respect  to  benefits  for  that  month. 
Any  amounts  accumulated  through  June  1968  for 
aliens  who  are  living  in  countries  where  payment 
cannot  be  made  will  be  limited  to  benefits  for  a 
12-month  period  and  will  not  be  payable  to  any- 
one other  than  the  person  from  whom  they  have 
been  withheld  or  a  survivor  who  is  entitled  to 
benefits  on  the  same  earnings  record. 

Summary  of  Major  Provisions: 
Health  Insurance 

METHOD  OF  PAYMENT  TO  PHYSICIANS 
UNDER  SMI 

The  two  methods  for  payment  of  charges  by 
physicians  (and  others  whose  services  are  covered 


under  the  medical  insurance  program  on  a  rea- 
sonable charge  basis)  provided  for  under  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1965  have  been 
retained  with  but  one  change:  The  new  law 
eliminates  the  requirement  that  the  beneficiary 
must  pay  the  physicians'  charges  before  he  can 
be  reimbursed  under  the  program.  Thus,  the  law 
permits  payment  either  to  the  patient  on  the  basis 
of  an  itemized  bill  (which  can  be  either  paid  or 
unpaid)  or  to  the  physician  under  the  assign- 
ment method. 


ADDITIONAL  DAYS  OF  HOSPITAL  CARE 

For  services  furnished  after  December  31,  1967, 
the  law  provides  that  each  Medicare  beneficiary 
will  have  a  lifetime  reserve  of  60  days  of  added 
coverage  of  hospital  care  after  the  90  days  cov- 
ered in  a  "spell  of  illness"  have  been  exhausted. 
Coinsurance  of  $20  per  day  will  be  applicable  to 
these  added  days  of  coverage. 


INCENTIVE  REIMBURSEMENT  EXPERIMENTATION 

The  law  authorized  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  to  experiment  with  vari- 
ous methods  of  reimbursement  to  organizations 
and  physicians  under  Medicare,  Medicaid,  and  the 
child  health  programs  that  would  provide  in- 
centives for  limiting  costs  of  the  programs  while 
maintaining  quality  care.  The  experiments  would 
involve  only  those  physicians  and  organizations 
that  volunteer  to  participate  in  such  experiments. 
No  experiments  will  be  initiated  until  the  Secre- 
tary obtains  the  advice  and  recommendations  of 
specialists  who  are  competent  to  evaluate  the  pos- 
sibilities of  securing  productive  results. 


SIMPLIFICATION  OF  REIMBURSEMENT  TO 
HOSPITALS  FOR  CERTAIN  SERVICES 

For  services  furnished  after  March  31,  1968, 
the  law  (1)  provides  that  the  full  reasonable 
charges  (no  deductible  or  coinsurance  payments) 
will  be  paid  under  the  SMI  program  for  covered 
radiology  and  pathology  services  furnished  by 
physicians  to  hospital  inpatients ;  (2)  consolidates 
all  coverage  of  outpatient  hospital  services  under 
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SMI  by  transferring  coverage  of  outpatient  hos- 
pital diagnostic  services  from  the  hospital  in 
surance  program  to  SMI. 

INCLUSION  OF  PODIATRISTS'  SERVICES 

The  new  law  covers  beginning  January  1,  1968, 
the  services  of  doctors  of  podiatry  or  surgical 
chiropody  under  the  SMI  program.  Routine  foot 
care  whether  performed  by  a  podiatrist  or  a  doc- 
tor of  medicine  is,  however,  excluded  from  cov- 
erage. 

SERVICES  IN  NONPARTICIPATING  HOSPITALS 

The  law  provides  limited  coverage  for  inpatient 
services  (whether  or  not  emergency  services) 
furnished  to  beneficiaries  admitted  before  1968  to 
qualified  nonparticipating  hospitals;  under  this 
provision,  benefits  equal  to  60  percent  of  the  room 
and  board  charges  plus  80  percent  of  the  ancillary 
charges  will  be  paid  directly  to  the  individual. 
A  similar  provision  relating  to  hospital  admis- 
sions on  or  after  January  1,  1968,  applies  to  pay- 
ment for  emergency  inpatient  services  in  cases 
where  the  hospital  does  not  choose  to  bill  the  pro- 
gram for  all  such  services  furnished  to  bene- 
ficiaries during  the  year. 

OUTPATIENT  PHYSICAL  THERAPY  SERVICES 

For  services  furnished  after  June  30,  1968,  the 
law  covers,  under  the  SMI  program,  outpatient 
physical  therapy  services  furnished  by  physical 
therapists  employed  by  or  under  agreement  with 
and  under  the  supervision  of  hospitals  and  other 
providers  of  services,  as  well  as  approved  clinics, 
rehabilitation  centers,  and  public  health  agencies. 
Such  services  will  be  covered  whether  or  not  the 
patient  is  homebound. 

SMI  ENROLLMENT  PERIODS 

The  law  places  the  general  enrollment  periods 
for  the  SMI  program  on  an  annual  basis  to  run, 
beginning  in  1969,  from  January  1  through  March 
31.  During  December  of  each  year,  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  will  determine 
and  promulgate  the  premium  rate  to  be  applicable 
for  the  12-month  period  beginning  with  the  fol- 


lowing July  1.  Persons  wishing  to  disenroll  may 
do  so  at  any  time.  Such  disenrollment  will  not 
take  effect,  however,  until  the  close  of  the  calendar 
quarter  following  the  quarter  in  which  the  notice 
of  disenrollment  is  filed. 

SMI  UNDERPAYMENTS 

The  law  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  to  settle  claims  for  un- 
paid medical  insurance  benefits  in  cases  where  the 
beneficiary  dies  and  the  bill  for  covered  services 
has  not  been  paid.  In  such  cases,  payment  would 
be  made  to  the  physician  (or  other  provider  of 
health  services),  but  only  if  the  physician  (or 
other  provider  of  services)  agrees  to  accept  the 
reasonable  charge  for  the  services  as  his  full 
charge. 

The  law  also  provides  that  amounts  that  are 
due  an  individual  under  the  medical  insurance 
program  and  not  paid  before  his  death  would  be 
paid  first  to  the  person  who  paid  for  the  services. 
If  the  person  who  paid  for  the  services  is  the 
decedent,  the  payment  would  be  made  to  the  legal 
representative  of  his  estate,  if  there  is  one.  Then 
the  law  provides  that  the  following  uniform  order 
of  payment  (similar  to  that  for  cash  benefits)  be 
followed:  (1)  Spouse  living  with  the  deceased 
individual  at  the  time  of  his  death  or  spouse  not 
living  with  him  but  entitled  to  benefits  on  the 
same  earnings  record,  (2)  child  entitled  to  bene- 
fits on  the  same  earnings  record,  (3)  parent  en- 
titled to  benefits  on  the  same  earnings  record,  (4) 
spouse  who  was  neither  entitled  to  benefits  on  the 
same  earnings  record  nor  living  with  the  deceased 
individual,  (5)  child  not  entitled  to  benefits  on 
the  same  earnings  record,  (6)  parent  not  entitled 
to  benefits  on  the  same  earnings  record,  and  (7) 
legal  representative  of  the  individual's  estate,  if 
any. 

Financing  Changes 

The  favorable  long-range  actuarial  balance  of 
0.74  percent  of  payroll  that  the  previous  program 
had  under  the  revised  cost  estimates  for  the  pro- 
gram as  amended  in  1965  was  sufficient  to  finance 
a  substantial  part  of  the  cost  of  the  cash  benefit 
improvement  under  the  new  law.  The  remaining 
cost  of  the  cash  benefit  provisions  and  the  cost  of 
the  hospital  insurance  provisions  will  be  financed 
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by:  (1)  an  increase  in  the  contribution  and  benefit 
base  from  $6,600  to  $7,800  (effective  January  1, 
1968)  and  (2)  a  revised  contribution  rate  schedule 
for  the  cash  benefits. 

The  contribution  rate  schedule  under  the  law 
is  shown  in  table  1.  The  contribution  rate  in- 
creases provided  for  by  the  1967  amendments  will 
be  slight.  There  will  be  no  increase  in  the  total 
contribution  rate  (4.4  percent  each  for  employees 
and  employers)  for  1968,  and  the  rate  for  1969 
will  actually  be  reduced — from  the  4.9  percent 
previously  scheduled  to  4.8  percent  for  employees 
and  employers,  each.  The  ultimate  contribution 
rate  for  cash  benefits  will  be  increased  from  4.85 
percent  to  5.0  percent  beginning  in  1973,  and  the 
ultimate  rate  for  hospital  insurance  will  be  in- 
creased from  0.80  percent  to  0.90  percent  begin- 
ning in  1987 — a  total  increase  of  only  one-fourth 
of  1  percent  over  the  contribution  rate  scheduled 
under  prior  law.  The  cash  benefits  part  of  the 
social  security  program,  as  amended  by  the  1967 
amendments,  has  a  positive  actuarial  balance  of 
0.01  percent  of  taxable  payroll,  and  the  hospital 
insurance  part  has  a  positive  actuarial  balance  of 
0.03  percent.  The  changes  in  SMI  under  this  law 
also  account  for  part  of  the  premium  increase 
from  $3  to  $4  that  was  announced  December  30, 
1967.  About  23  cents  of  the  $1  increase  was  for 
this  change  in  SMI  benefits.  (For  a  detailed  de- 
scription of  the  financial  basis  of  the  social  secur- 
ity amendments,  see  the  article  that  follows.) 

In  commenting  on  the  legislation,  Wilbur  D. 
Mills,  Chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  stated  on  September  27,  1967: 

The  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  has  recently 
completed  a  most  exhaustive  reexamination  of  the 
contributory  wage-related  social  security  program. 
The  program  is  actuarially  and  financially  sound. 
Moreover,  the  revisions  incorporated  in  the  House- 
passed  bill  not  only  increase  the  present  benefits  for 
both  older  retired  persons  and  the  future  benefits  of 
younger  persons  now  contributing  to  the  program 
but  strengthen  both  the  wage-related  and  contribu- 
tory features  of  the  program. 

Senator  Russell  B.  Long,  Chairman  of  the  Sen- 
ate Committee  on  Finance,  also  endorsed  the 
financing  of  the  program  in  his  statement  of 
December  13,  1967,  when  he  said: 

The  conferees  worked  long  and  hard  to  make  abso- 
lutely certain  that  the  social  security  system  is  with- 
out question  financed  on  an  actuarially  sound  basis. 


Table  1. — Contribution  tax  schedule  under  the  new  law 
[Percent] 


Period 


1968  

1969-70  

1971-72  

1973-75  

1976-79  

1980-86  

1987  and  after 

1968  

1969-70.  

1971-72  

1973-75.  

1976-79  

1980-86  

1987  and  after. 


Total  OASDI 


HI 


Employer-employee  (each) 


4.4 

3.8 

0.6 

4.8 

4.2 

.6 

5.2 

4.6 

.6 

5.65 

5.0 

.65 

5.7 

5.0 

.7 

5.8 

5.0 

.8 

5.9 

5.0 

.9 

Self-employed 


6.4 

5.8 

0.6 

6.9 

6.3 

.6 

7.5 

6.9 

.6 

7.65 

7.0 

.65 

7.7 

7.0 

.7 

7.8 

7.0 

.8 

7.9 

7.0 

.9 

Special  Studies 

Advisory  Council  Study  of  Health  Insurance 
for  the  Disabled 

The  law  establishes  an  advisory  council,  to  be 
appointed  in  1968,  to  study  the  question  of  pro- 
viding health  insurance  protection  for  the  dis- 
abled under  title  XVIII,  and  to  report  its  find- 
ings, together  with  its  recommendations  on  how 
such  protection  should  be  financed,  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  not  later 
than  January  1, 1969. 

Study  of  Retirement  Test  and  Drug  Proposals 

The  law  requires  the  Secretary  to  study  (a) 
the  existing  retirement  test  and  proposals  for  its 
modification  (including  proposals  for  an  increase 
in  retirement  benefits  on  account  of  delayed  re- 
tirement), and  (b)  proposals  to  establish  quality 
and  cost  standards  for  drugs  for  which  payments 
are  made  under  the  Social  Security  Act  and  to 
cover  drugs  under  the  supplementary  medical 
insurance  program.  The  Secretary  is  required  to 
report  his  findings  and  recommendations  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  by  January  1,  1969. 

Study  of  Coverage  of  Services  of  Health 
Practitioners 

The  law  requires  the  Secretary  to  study  the  need 
for  the  extension  of  coverage  under  the  SMI 
program  to  the  services  of  additional  types  of 
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personnel  who  engage  in  the  independent  practice 
of  furnishing  health  services  and  to  make  recom- 
mendations to  the  Congress  before  January  1, 
1969. 

Summary  of  Major  Public  Welfare 
Amendments 

WORK-INCENTIVE  PROGRAM  FOR  AFDC 
FAMILIES 

The  amendments  establish  for  families  receiv- 
ing AFDC  payments  a  new  work-incentive  pro- 
gram to  be  administered  by  the  Department  of 
Labor.  The  State  welfare  agencies  are  to  deter- 
mine which  families  are  to  be  referred,  but  such 
referrals  are  not  to  include  (1)  children  under 
age  18  or  going  to  school;  (2)  any  one  with  ill- 
ness, incapacity,  advanced  age,  or  remoteness  from 
a  project  that  precludes  effective  participation  or 
training;  or  (3)  persons  whose  presence  in  the 
home  is  required  because  of  the  illness  or  incapac- 
ity of  another  member  of  the  household. 

Under  this  program,  State  welfare  agencies  will 
refer  to  work  and  training  projects  all  persons 
whom  they  consider  to  be  "appropriate,,  except 
those  specifically  excluded  under  the  law.  Appeal 
procedures  are  provided. 

The  welfare  agency  is  to  assure  necessary  child- 
care  arrangements  for  the  children  involved  in  the 
referrals.  An  individual  who  wishes  to  partici- 
pate in  such  work  or  training  will  be  considered 
for  assignment  and,  unless  specifically  disap- 
proved, be  referred  to  the  program. 

This  program  provides  for  the  use  of  all  avail- 
able manpower  services  to  facilitate  the  employ- 
ment or  training  of  individuals  in  the  regular 
economy  or  their  participation  in  special  work 
projects.  Welfare  agencies  are  to  be  responsible 
for  providing  financial  aid  and  health  care,  mak- 
ing arrangements  for  child  care,  and  providing 
various  supportive  social  services  to  the  families 
involved. 

EARNINGS  EXEMPTION  IN  AFDC 

The  amendments  include  a  provision  requiring 
the  States  to  disregard  in  calculating  assistance 
payments  the  first  $30  a  month  and  one-third  of 
all  additional  amounts  earned  by  adults  in  the 
family.  The  earned  income  of  each  child  recipient 


who  is  a  full-time  student  or  a  part-time  student 
not  working  full  time  is  excluded  in  determining 
the  family's  need  for  assistance. 

CHILDREN  OF  UNEMPLOYED  FATHERS 

The  law  provides  that  under  State  programs 
for  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children  of 
unemployed  parents,  Federal  matching  will  be 
available  only  for  the  children  of  unemployed 
fathers.  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  is  to  prescribe  standards  for  determining 
what  constitutes  unemployment. 

CHILDREN  OF  ABSENT  PARENTS 

The  amendments  set  a  limitation  on  Federal 
participation  in  AFDC  that  is  based  on  the  pro- 
portion of  the  child  population  under  age  18  aided 
because  of  the  absence  of  a  parent  from  the  home. 
After  June  30,  1968,  Federal  participation  in 
payments  for  children  of  absent  parents  will  be 
available  only  for  the  number  bearing  the  same 
relation  to  the  total  child  population  under  age 
18  in  the  State  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  that 
the  number  aided  in  the  first  quarter  of  1968  bore 
to  the  total  population  under  age  18  as  of  Jan- 
uary 1,  1968. 

EMERGENCY  ASSISTANCE  FOR  NEEDY 
FAMILIES  WITH  CHILDREN 

The  law  authorizes  Federal  financial  participa- 
tion in  the  provision  of  temporary  emergency 
assistance  for  30  days  for  a  child  under  age  21  and 
his  family.  This  emergency  assistance  can  be  in 
any  form — medical  aid,  money,  payment  of  rent, 
utilities,  food,  or  clothing. 

EXPANSION  OF  SOCIAL  SERVICES 

The  amendments  call  for  an  expansion  of  social 
services.  Under  the  law,  the  States  are  required 
to  establish  a  social  service  program  for  each 
child  and  for  each  relative  in  the  AFDC  family. 
Previous  law  required  a  plan  for  the  child  only. 

The  law  permits  welfare  agencies  to  purchase 
social  services  from  other  than  State  agencies. 
The  social  services  that  may  be  purchased  include 
not  only  child-care  services  for  the  AFDC  pro- 
gram but  also  homemaker  and  rehabilitation  serv- 
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ices  for  recipients  of  aid  to  the  blind,  old-age 
assistance,  and  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally 
disabled. 

USE  OF  SUBPROFESSIONAL  STAFF 

A  new  provision  requires  the  States,  effective 
July  1,  1969,  to  train  and  use  subprofessional 
staff,  with  particular  emphasis  on  the  use  of 
welfare  recipients  and  other  persons  of  low  in- 
come, as  community  service  aides  for  jobs  in  the 
public  assistance,  child  welfare,  and  child  health 
programs.  The  law  also  directs  the  States  to  use 
volunteers  both  in  providing  services  and  in  as- 
sisting advisory  committees. 

Other  provisions  in  the  law  assure  the  involve- 
ment of  parents  in  day-care  programs.  In  addi- 
tion, day-care  standards  in  the  child  welfare  serv- 
ices programs  are  to  be  made  applicable  to  day 
care  provided  AFDC  children. 

SOCIAL  WORK  MANPOWER 

The  amendments  authorize  Federal  funds  for 
grants  to  public  or  nonprofit  private  colleges  and 
universities  and  to  accredited  graduate  schools  of 
social  work  to  meet  part  of  the  cost  of  developing, 
expanding,  or  improving  undergraduate  pro- 
grams in  social  work  and  programs  for  the  gradu- 
ate training  of  professional  social  work  personnel. 

INCOME  EXEMPTION 

The  law  extends  the  provision  enacted  in  1965 
that  allows  States  to  exempt  up  to  $5  a  month  of 
any  type  of  income  in  determining  eligibility  of 
assistance  recipients  and  the  amount  of  their  as- 
sistance payment.  Under  this  provision,  the  States 
have  the  option  of  exempting  up  to  a  total  of 
$7.50  a  month  for  the  aged,  the  blind,  and  the 
permanently  and  totally  disabled. 

MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE  CHANGES 

The  amendments  set  a  limit  on  Federal  partici- 
pation in  the  State  medical  assistance  programs 
under  title  XIX.  In  setting  income  levels  for  Fed- 
eral matching  purposes,  the  States  are  limited  to 
133%  percent  of  the  payment  level  under  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children.  This  provision 
does  not  affect  Federal  matching  for  medical  care 


for  all  those  who  are  receiving  or  eligible  to  re- 
ceive cash  assistance  or  who  would  be  eligible  if 
not  institutionalized. 

The  law  now  requires  that  States  must  place  as- 
sistance recipients  only  in  those  licensed  nursing 
homes  that  meet  safety,  sanitation,  and  other 
standards  for  improved  care.  As  a  further  step 
in  upgrading  care,  the  licensing  of  nursing-home 
administrators  is  also  required. 

A  provision  of  the  new  law  makes  Federal 
matching  funds  available  for  institutional  care 
that  provides  more  than  board  and  room  but  less 
than  skilled  nursing  care. 


CHILD  WELFARE  AUTHORIZATIONS 

The  amount  authorized  for  grants  to  the  States 
for  child  welfare  services  is  increased  by  the 
amendments  from  $55  million  to  $100  million  for 
the  fiscal  year  1969  and  from  $60  million  to  $110 
million  for  later  years.  Emphasis  is  to  be  placed 
on  improvements  in  foster  care.  The  law  also 
moves  the  provisions  for  child  welfare  services 
from  title  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  title 
IV  where  they  form  a  new  part  B. 


CHILD  HEALTH  PROVISIONS 

Increase  in  Authorization 

Under  the  amendments,  the  authorizations  for 
grants  to  the  States  for  child  health  under  title 
V  of  the  Social  Security  Act  have  been  raised  to 
the  following  amounts: 

Fiscal  year  Authorization 

1969   $250,000,000 

1970    275,000,000 

1971    300,000,000 

1972    325,000,000 

1973  and  thereafter   350,000,000 

The  law  consolidates  the  separate  child  health 
authorizations  under  previous  law  into  a  single 
authorization  with  three  general  categories.  Be- 
ginning 1969,  50  percent  of  the  total  authorized 
will  be  for  formula  grants,  40  percent  for  project 
grants,  and  10  percent  for  research  and  training. 
By  1972  the  States  must  take  over  responsibility 
for  the  project  grants,  and  90  percent  of  the  total 
authorization  will  then  go  to  the  States  as  formula 
grants. 
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Family  Planning  Services 

Under  the  new  law,  at  least  6  percent  of  the 
amounts  appropriated  for  the  maternal  and  child 
health  programs  are  to  be  available  for  family 
planning  services.  States  are  now  required  to  offer 
such  services  to  AFDC  recipients,  and  Federal 
matching  funds  are  available  for  this  purpose. 


Other  Child  Health  Provisions 

The  new  law  authorizes  support  of  up  to  75  per- 
cent of  the  cost  of  projects  to  provide  comprehen- 
sive dental  health  services  for  children  of  low- 
income  families.  State  plans  must  also  provide 
for  the  early  identification  and  treatment  of  crip- 
pled children  through  intensified  case-finding  and 
periodic  screening  of  school  children.  In  addition, 
the  law  specifically  calls  for  services  to  reduce 


infant  mortality  and  otherwise  promote  the  health 
of  mothers  and  children. 


Presidential  Commission 

On  January  2,  1968,  at  the  time  he  approved 
the  new  law,  President  Johnson  appointed  a  Com- 
mission on  Income  Maintenance  Programs — un- 
der the  chairmanship  of  Ben  W.  Heineman,  chair- 
man and  chief  executive  officer  of  the  Chicago  and 
North  Western  Railway  Company — to  look  into 
all  aspects  of  existing  welfare  and  related  pro- 
grams. The  Commission  has  been  instructed  to 
make  recommendations  for  constructive  improve- 
ments, wherever  needed  and  indicated.  The  Pres- 
ident has  stated  that  "we  must  examine  any  and 
every  plan,  however  unconventional,  which  could 
promise  a  constructive  advance  in  meeting  the 
income  needs  of  all  the  American  people." 
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THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF  1967:  SUMMARY  OF 

MAJOR  PROVISIONS 


Old-Age,  Survivors,  Disability,  and  Health  Insurance 

1.  BENEFIT  INCREASE 

The  1967  amendments  provide  for  a  13-percent  increase  in  benefit  pay- 
ments for  persons  currently  receiving  benefits.  The  minimum  benefit  (payable 
when  benefits  start  at  age  65)  is  increased  from  $44  a  month  to  $55.  The  amount 
of  earnings  subject  to  tax  and  also  used  in  the  computation  of  benefits  is  in- 
creased from  $6,600  to  $7,800  in  1968. 

The  legislation  provides  for  the  increased  benefit  to  be  first  payable  for 
the  month  of  February  1968  (payable  in  March).  It  is  estimated  that  22.9 
million  people  received  the  increase  in  benefits  and  that  more  than  $3  billion 
in  additional  benefits  will  be  paid  in  the  first  12  months  under  this  provision. 

2.  SPECIAL  BENEFITS  FOR  PERSONS  AGE  72 

The  amount  of  the  special  payment  which  is  made  to  persons  age  72  and 
over  who  are  not  insured  for  regular  cash  benefits  is  increased  from  $35  to  $40 
a  month  for  a  single  person  and  from  $52.50  to  $60  a  month  for  a  couple.  The 
increased  amount  is  first  payable  for  February  1968.  It  is  estimated  that  over 
900,000  people  will  get  new  or  increased  benefits  under  this  provision. 

3.  RETIREMENT  TEST 

There  is  an  increase  from  $1,500  to  $1,680  in  the  amount  of  annual  earn- 
ings a  beneficiary  under  age  72  can  have  without  having  any  benefits  withheld. 
Provision  is  made  for  an  increase  from  $125  to  $140  in  the  amount  of  monthly 
earnings  a  person  can  have  and  still  get  a  benefit  for  the  month  regardless  of 
his  annual  earnings.  $1  in  benefits  will  be  withheld  for  each  $2  in  earnings  be- 
tween $1,680  and  $2,880,  and  $1  in  benefits  for  each  $1  in  earnings  above  that 
amount.  The  provision  is  effective  for  earnings  in  1968.  It  is  estimated  that 
about  760,000  people  will  receive  approximately  $175  million  in  additional 
benefits  for  1968. 

The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  required  by  the 
amendments  to  study  the  existing  retirement  test  and  proposals  for  its 
modification. 

4.  BENEFITS  FOR  DISABLED  WIDOWS  AND  WIDOWERS 

The  amendments  provide  for  reduced  monthly  benefits  for  certain  dis- 
abled widows  and  widowers  of  deceased  workers  who  are  between  the  ages  of 
50  and  62.  A  widow  or  widower  would  be  considered  disabled  only  if  the  disa- 
bility is  one  that  would  preclude  any  gainful  activity.  Benefits  are  first  payable 
for  February  1968.  It  is  estimated  that  about  65,000  disabled  people  will  be 
made  eligible  for  benefits  and  about  $60  million  in  benefits  will  be  paid  during 
the  first  12  months  under  this  provision. 

5.  ADDITIONAL  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  PROVISIONS 

The  amendments  provide  for  a  more  detailed  definition  of  disability  than 
that  in  prior  law:  they  liberalize  the  definition  of  blindness;  they  liberalize  the 
insured  status  provisions  for  workers  who  become  disabled  before  the  age  of  31. 
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6.  COVEEAGE  PROVISIONS 

Clergymen  are  permitted  to  elect  not  to  be  covered  if  they  are  opposed 
to  coverage  on  the  basis  of  conscience  or  religious  principle:  noncon  tributary 
wage  credits  (in  addition  to  present  contributory  coverage)  of  $100  a  month 
are  provided  for  military  service  after  1967;  coverage  is  extended  to  some 
employment  of  a  parent  in  the  home  of  a  son  or  daughter;  other  provisions 
affect  the  coverage  of  certain  State  and  local  employees. 

7.  MEDICARE — TITLE  XVIII 

The  amendments  provide  for  a  lifetime  reserve  of  60  days  of  hospital  care 
after  the  90  days  covered  in  a  "spell  of  illness"  have  been  exhausted,  with  a 
$20  a  day  coinsurance  provision;  payment  for  a  physician's  services  to  the 
patient  based  on  an  unpaid  bill  (under  prior  law  the  bill  had  to  be  paid) ; 
payment  of  full  reasonable  charges  (prior  law  authorized  only  80  percent)  for 
radiological  and  pathological  services  to  hospital  inpatients;  payment  for 
diagnostic  X-rays  made  in  a  patient's  home  or  in  a  nursing  home;  payment 
for  services  in  nonparticipating  hospitals  under  certain  conditions;  payment 
for  physical  therapy  services  furnished  by  physical  therapists  under  the  di- 
rection of  hospitals  or  other  approved  agencies;  liberalizations  in  treatment 
of  emergency  hospital  services;  and  the  establishment  of  an  advisory  council  to 
study  the  question  of  providing  health  insurance  protection  for  the  disabled 
under  the  medicare  program.  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
is  directed  to  study  (1)  a  proposal  which  would  provide  coverage  of  prescription 
drugs  under  Medicare  and  a  proposal  to  establish,  through  a  formulary  com- 
mittee, quality  and  cost  control  standards  for  drugs  provided  under  various 
programs  of  the  Social  Security  Act;  and  (2)  the  feasibility  of  covering  the  serv- 
ices of  additional  types  of  health  practitioners.  The  amendments  provide  for  a 
number  of  additional  miscellaneous  changes  in  the  Medicare  program. 

Public  Welfare 

1.  WORK  INCENTIVE  PROGRAM  FOR  AFDC  RECIPIENTS 

State  welfare  agencies  are  to  refer  appropriate  adult  members  of  families 
(with  certain  exceptions)  who  are  receiving  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent 
Children  to  work  and  training  programs  operated  by  the  Department  of  Labor. 
The  Department  of  Labor,  through  the  U.S.  employment  offices,  will  meet  the 
employment  needs  of  persons  referred  to  it  by  three  approaches.  In  the  first 
instance,  all  those  who  are  immediately  employable  will  be  moved  into  regular 
employment.  Secondly,  those  who  need  training  will  be  given  suitable  traming 
and  will  then  be  referred  to  regular  employment.  Thirdly,  the  employment 
office  will  make  arrangements  for  special  work  projects  to  employ  those  for 
whom  no  jobs  can  be  found  in  the  regular  economy  or  for  whom  training  is  not 
suitable.  The  projects  must  be  arranged  by  the  employment  office  with  public 
agencies  or  nonprofit  private  agencies  organized  for  a  public  service  purpose. 
Persons  working  in  these  projects  must  receive  at  least  the  minimum  wage  if 
the  work  they  perform  is  covered  under  a  minimum  wage  statute.  Workers  will 
be  guaranteed  amounts  at  least  equal  to  their  welfare  grants  plus  20  percent 
of  their  wages.  Day  care  (under  standards  established  by  the  Children's  Bureau) 
must  be  provided  for  the  children  of  mothers  who  are  determined  by  welfare 
agencies  to  be  appropriate  for  work  or  training.  The  Federal  government  will 
pay  80  percent  of  the  cost  of  training  under  the  program,  and  the  States  will 
pay  20  percent  in  cash  or  in  kind. 

2.  EARNINGS  EXEMPTION 

The  amendments  require  the  States  to  exclude  the  first  $30  of  earned  in- 
come plus  one-third  of  the  remainder  in  computing  a  family's  income  for  pur- 
poses of  determining  payments  under  the  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent 
Children  program.  Earned  income  of  child  recipients  who  are  full-time  students 
or  who  are  part-time  students  not  working  full  time  would  be  totally  excluded. 
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3.  AID  TO  FAMILIES  WITH  DEPENDENT  CHILDREN  OF  UNEMPLOYED  FATHERS 

The  amendments  provide  for  a  Federal  definition  of  unemployment  for 
States  which  have  AFDC-UF  programs. 

4.  LIMIT  ON  FEDERAL  MATCHING  FOR  AFDC 

The  amendments  provide  that  for  purposes  of  Federal  matching  the  pro- 
portion of  all  children  under  age  18  who  are  receiving  AFDC  payments  on  the 
basis  of  a  parent's  absence  from  the  home  in  each  State  as  of  January  1,  1968, 
cannot  be  exceeded  after  June  30,  1968 — postponed  to  June  30,  1969,  under 
Public  Law  90-364. 

5.  EMERGENCY  ASSISTANCE 

Provision  is  made  for  Federal  matching  for  up  to  30  days  of  emergency 
assistance  during  a  12-month  period  to  a  child  and  his  family.  This  assistance 
can  be  extended  to  migrant  families. 

6.  HOME  REPAIRS 

Federal  matching  is  allowed  for  repairs  (up  to  $500)  to  homes  of  cash  assist- 
ance recipients  if  such  repair  will  assure  the  recipient  the  continued  use  of  his 
home  and  provide  housing  at  less  cost  than  rent  for  suitable  accommodations. 

7.  SERVICES  FOR  CHILDREN 

Child  welfare  services  and  services  to  children  receiving  AFDC  are  to  be 
provided  by  the  same  organizational  unit  at  the  State  and  local  level  with 
certain  exceptions  for  existing  arrangements.  The  authorization  for  child  wel- 
fare services  is  increased  from  $55  million  to  $100  million  for  fiscal  year  1969, 
and  from  $60  million  to  $110  million  for  later  years. 

8.  "PASS  ALONG"  PROVISION 

States  have  the  option  of  exempting  up  to  $7.50  a  month  of  any  type  of 
income  for  the  aged,  blind,  and  the  disabled  in  determining  eligibility  and  the 
amount  of  assistance  under  the  cash  assistance  programs. 

9.  MEDICAID 

States  are  limited  in  setting  income  levels  for  Federal  matching  purposes 
to  133%  percent  of  the  AFDC  payment  level.  For  those  States  with  programs 
already  in  effect  the  percentage  is  150  for  the  period  July-December  1968  and 
140  for  calendar  year  1969.  This  limit  does  not  affect  persons  who  are  receiv- 
ing or  are  eligible  for  cash  welfare  assistance.  Other  Medicaid  amendments 
relate  to  the  coordination  of  Medicaid  and  the  supplementary  medical  insur- 
ance program  under  Medicare,  free  choice  of  medical  practitioners  and  facili- 
ties for  Medicaid  recipients,  choice  of  services  which  the  States  may  provide 
under  Medicaid,  provision  for  deductibles  or  cost  sharing  under  State  programs, 
and  other  miscellaneous  provisions. 

10.  STANDARDS  FOR  SKILLED  NURSING  HOMES  UNDER  MEDICAID 

Effective  July  1970  the  States  will  have  to  place  Medicaid  recipients  only 
in  those  licensed  nursing  homes  which  meet  specified  standards.  The  States 
are  also  required  to  have  a  professional  medical  audit  program  under  which 
periodic  medical  evaluations  will  be  made  of  the  appropriateness  of  the  care 
provided  to  Medicaid  patients  in  nursing  homes,  mental  hospitals  and  other 
institutions.  Effective  July  1968,  no  Federal  matching  can  be  made  for  pay- 
ments to  a  nursing  home  which,  even  though  licensed,  does  not  meet  State 
licensing  requirements. 
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11.  FEDERAL  MATCHING  FOR  INTERMEDIATE  CARE  SERVICES 

Provision  is  made  for  Federal  matching  for  vendor  payments  in  behalf 
of  persons  who  qualify  for  Old  Age  Assistance,  Aid  to  the  Blind,  or  Aid  to 
the  Permanently  and  Totally  Disabled,  and  who  are  living  in  facilities  which 
provide  care  which  is  more  than  that  of  boarding  houses,  but  less  than  in  a 
skilled  nursing  home.  The  rate  of  Federal  sharing  is  the  same  as  under  Medicaid. 

12.  LICENSING  OF  NURSING  HOME  ADMINISTRATORS  UNDER  MEDICAID 

States  must  license  administrators  of  nursing  homes  in  order  to  qualify 
for  Federal  matching  under  Medicaid. 

13.  MATERNAL  AND  CHILD  HEALTH 

There  is  a  single  authorization  for  child  health  programs,  increasing  from 
$250  million  in  1969  to  $350  million  in  1973  and  thereafter.  An  earmarking 
of  6  percent  is  made  for  family  planning  services.  Special  project  grants  are 
authorized  to  (a)  reduce  the  incidence  of  mental  retardation  and  other  hand- 
icapping conditions  caused  by  complications  associated  with  childbearing;  (b) 
promote  the  health  of  children  and  youth  of  school  and  preschool  age;  and 
(c)  provide  dental  care  and  services  to  children.  Responsibility  for  these  projects 
will  be  transferred  to  the  States  after  July  1972. 

14.  SOCIAL  WORK  MANPOWER 

The  amendments  authorize  $5  million  for  four  years  for  grants  to  public 
or  nonprofit  private  colleges  and  universities  and  accredited  graduate  schools 
of  social  work,  or  associations  of  such  schools,  to  meet  part  of  the  costs  of 
improvement  or  expansion  of  social  work  programs  and  the  training  of  personnel. 

15.  OTHER  PUBLIC  WELFARE  PROVISIONS 

The  amendments  also  have  provisions  relating  to  the  AFDC  program 
for  the  location  of  absent  parents,  family  planning,  foster  home  care  for  de- 
pendent children,  protective  or  vendor  payments,  and  others. 
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